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91 1 Second Street. N.E. 
Washington. D.C. 20002 

202 675-4900 I Fax 575-491 1 

Ju ly  22, 1992 

Fir. David Watune 
Clinton €or President Committee 
123 West 3rd S t r ee t  
L i t t l e  Rock. Arkansas 72201 

Dear Lkvid: 

Thank you f o r  your letter of June 30th outlini.ag our r o l e  i n  
the  General Election campaign. 

We are delighted t o  vork as you have outlined. 

Regarding our present contr ibut ions and matching funds work. 
vi11 be glad t o  heat  t h a t  due t o  the  heavy volume brought about 
by d i r e c t  mail and Clinton popularity w e  are able  t o  reduce our 
unit cost  by one-quarter (255) for processing those contr ibut ions 
n d e r i n g  nore than 5000 i n  a given semi-monthly b i l l i n g .  This 
is ref lected i n  our b i l l  Por f i r s t  half  Ju ly  services and results 
i n  a savings of $1173. t o  the C-ittee. (Simi3iar savings C d n g ) .  

You 

Your letter says  "Since the  volume of primary activity w i l l  decrease 
s ign i f icant ly ,  we  vi11 need t o  renegot ia te  t h e  f ees  for f i l i s  
the monthly priruary report". 
i n  mind. 

W e  v f l l  be glad t o  hear what you have 
Our f ee l ing  is that s ince  a h o s t  a l l  of our charges are 

u n i t  charges based on volume, cos t s  w i l l  automatically lower as 
volume declines. 

We do need t o  address the large and rapidly growing size of the 
Clinton database. The number of g m t r i b u t i a *  has passed 100.000 
and may be headed t o  near ly  double tha t  f igure .  
database grws so does our respons ib i l i ty  and the amount of work 
and equipment required t o  keep it  v iab le  and secure and responsive 
t o  your needs. 
t h i s  from $1000. par month t o  $2000. 

But the  foregoing vi11 be o f f s e t  i n  par t  by a reduction i n  key oper- 
a t o r  support charge from $1000. per month t o  $500. 
because of the  qua l i ty  and experience of your operators.  

As t h i s  v i t a l  

Thus, ve propose t o  increase the  -nag 

This w e  can do 



, 

Regarding work i n  the expendi ture  area, our charges have been 
very l i g h t  - 402 off usual staff-hour rates, with no charge fo r  
computer involvenent, etc. A t  a glance, our i n v o l v e e n t  has mounted 
t o  but 25-50 cents per voucher. 
t he  excel lent  work and leadersh ip  provided by your L i t t l e  Rock 
Beanagers is the reason t h e r e  has  not been a need f o r  our involve- 
ment t o  be at  all rnajor. (Rates t o  campaign 26/hr manager; 22lhr others) .  

As t o  work i n  preparat ion for the audi t ,  w e  propose t h a t  our role 
be  sbmilar t o  our expenditure role, 1.e. t h a t  we  be paid acc6rding 
tt the  staff-hours w e  arc c a l l e d  on t o  provide, a t  10% discount. 

Separate from your letter you have asked f o r  .a quote f o r  in tegra t ing  
general  e lec t ion  cont r ibu tor  data i n t o  your ex is t ing  database so 
t h a t  you w i l l  have a camplete cont r ibu t ions  h is tory  of each eontrib- 
utor.  Since there  vi11 not  be a matching funds aspect,  we can do 
t h i s  €or half  the rate for primary contributions,  %.e. 112 x 2.50 OP 
1.25 each. Should the  volume be very high, w e  may be able to  cu t  
t h i s  rate i n  fashion similar t o  t h a t  w e  have done f o r  the  p r h a r y  
contributions.  

You mentioned consulting. 
any ass i s tance  ca l led  upon t o  do. 
much a p a r t  of your campaign team. 
want to  do our pa r t  f o r  a November victory.  (Rates same as above.) 

Please do not hesitate t o  cal l  on us whenever we can be of help or 
whenever any concern might arise about our work. 

With bes t  regards. 

Ue are quick t o  acknowledge tha t  

Of course we Vi11 be delighted t o  provide 
We have worked hard; we f e e l  very 
This is important t o  us. We 

President  

24036 
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911 S c r d  Street, N.E. 
Washingtcwr. D.C. 20004 

202 6754900 I Fax 675-491 1 

? 

Mr. David Watkins 
Clinton for President Comaittee 
123 West Third Street 
Little Rock, Arkansas 72202 
Dear David: 

.-. 

When I wrote to you on Jul 22nd, I said, "The number of contributions has 
!or now the figure has passed 200,OOO and IS headed for around 250,000 when 
all the cotPpliance work i s  finished. 
1 point out these facts for tyo reasons. First, I am glad t o  re 
the. unexpectedly high volume again m k e s  it possible to reduc@ o 
Uith the last half of August bill, which ou will receive short1 e we are 

assed 100,QOQ and may be K eaded for nearly double...." 1 underestimated, 

another bit from our per contribu w ion price -- d m  to f 3( .E, as 
the $1.85 per our July reduction and-as o posed to tke $2.50 pre- 

The t w  reductions result in a savings ! o the Camittee of over 

huge surge in volurae which required us to o to t R re@ shifts, seven days, to 

the last half of August alone. 
Similarly, we are cutting our price for thankyou letters by another 2Q%. 
Me are proud that we can offer these reductions, articularly in light of the 
increasa and train staff accordingly, and 
hardware. 

Second reason to talk a b u t  database volume. Bg 
probably more sensitive to the c a n  a 
it was not our work but that of the 
can say without undue bra ging that 
database. It is large, i i s  detailed, and It 
so-maintained. 
Thus without any further charge to the re going through a 
doubfe-check recess to seek out and ti ning toase ends. Also, 

rd continued efficient 
functioning of h e  database. Speed o f  
of the size and the v 
Comittcc and by the 
Yhrt else needs to bie-donef Two things, 1 suggest, and we will do th 

buy and install a lot of new 

.. s 

s m g  is very 
ests for prod 

rtant i n  v iew 
we haye reccn P 1 done a computer-rtbuil 

large nuskr 

the lQntst of COStS, if you want us to. 



. .  

t 

We understand that the Cornittee i s  anxious to exert an effort to obtain 
occupation/emplo er data from contributors who have not yet furnished fame. 
He will be glad i o write a nice leter to each-such contributor soliciting 
this information and incorporate the results into the database, If p u  Wuld  
like us to. 
Next, regarding the results of the effort to reattribute contributions to the 
general election compliance fund. We su gest that the records of those 
comp ! ete contributor data in one central fde. We will do thls for very low 
cost if provided a list or tape of the contributions being shifted,. In 
addition to the importance of complete individual data for compliance reasons, 
the f i l e  could be readily useful in case it is unexpectedly necessary to 
submit additional matching funds requests. 
In closing, and as the campaign goes into the home stretch, we want to express 
our appreciation for the confidence that ou and your team have shown in U S ,  

win in November! 

acce ting this-option be noted appro ria P e1 so that the Cornittee will have 

and fo assure you that we stand ready to i elp in any way we can toward a big 

Sincerely , 

Patricia W. Anderson 
President 

cc: Keeley Ardman 
Patti Reilly 
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91 1 Second Street, N.E. 
Washinglon. D.C. 20002 

202 675.1900 I Fax 69W911 

September 10. 1992 

i .. :*> 

I3 

I 

I .  . .  - .  David - 
The enclosed is  i n  response to  a routine af f idavi t  mailing. 

W e  w e r e  thinking here - what  a fmbdaus TV spot this gentleraan 
could make for the Clinton - Gore t icket .  Maybe togetkervfeh 
son Jeff .  
Talk about proud father; talk about family values! 

We noted haw he looked vhen Jeff got the Academy award. 

B e s t  regards, 
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Pat Anderson 
Public Office Corporation 
911 2nd Street, N.E. 
Washington, D.C.  

Dear Pat: 

Thank you for meeting with us on Sept@&er 24, 1992. As we 
discussed, there are a number of tasks we need to accomplish as 
we close the primary committee and prepare for the audit. As we 
agreed, any and all contact with the Federal Election Colamission 
will be exclusively with the campaign. 

First, we will provide the Federal Election Commission 
auditors with the file layout of the contribution file. We 
received this from you on September 30th. 

Second, we have received a partial list of contributions 
redesignated from the primary committee to the GlELAC Fund. We 
are distressed to learn that contributors were instructed to back 
date their redesignation. In some instances, this resulted in 
redesignations dated months before the compliance fund was opened 
and months before the redesignation was, in fact, made. Of 
course we are immediately refunding all excessive contributions 
not properly or timely redesignated. In order to minimize the 
campaign's potential liability for these contributions, please 
provide a written explanation regarding these excessive 
contributions for our files. 

Finally, we must amend the primary reports. We have agreed 

1. You will provide to the campaign a printout of all 
Schedule 6 activity by individual and a summary list of 
all nIC" contributors. 

We will provide the primary debt schedule and voided 
check identification. 

to the fallowing division of responsibilities: 

2 .  

4 



3. 

We will work v i a  your staff to anend the reports. I am 
sure YOU understand the urgency of completing the amncs?ndments. 
any event, all amendments to the primary reports 6ust be . 
completed by October 31, 1992. 

We will jointly create the monthly cash reconciliation 
and elimination of all previously unidentified it-. 

In 

Christine Yarney 

cc: David WaWins 
Lyn V t r a d t  
Keeley Atdman 
Patty Reilly 
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TO: Patty Reilly 
F W :  Pat Anderson 
DBTE: 10/5/92 
RE: Management of the redesignation of overlirit contributions to GEUC 

Patty, it i s  obvious thou h you have been calm about it, that you are not 
happ with the way that PO! mana ed the obtaining o f  affidavits to redesignate 
over Z iwit contributions t o  the 6 i! UC. And tdqy I ot a letter frola Christine 
Varney stating that she i s  distressed about the sta! 
contri butora . 
First of all I would like to say that I am wery sorry to cause any additional 
stress on anyone. I know things have been at a hectic plateau for slonths and 
months. Also, I have seen the effects of well manin 

I would 1 i ke to recount act Sons and ass 
and, yrhaps, it will atyeast document wh 
way t ey did. 
- Our procedure has k e n  to resolve oveslierrit and reattribution issues and 
- In order to achieve canpliance and maximize the next matchin funds 

-----------o__-1-11-_--------------------------------------------------~--------- 

nts ~ b t a i n ~  from 

independent action 
gone sour and 1 regret this situation might fall in t a at categorya 

obtain necessary documentation on a monthly basis. 

re ort, we typically generated our affidavits the day after a he last 
su Li ission was made. This kept everything current. 

9 discussed overlimit condi ? Ions with contributions and the option o f  etting 

affidavit; where the contributor wanted to apply the overlirit uOun P 

the vo T uw did not let up until Sept 

- Ye have some telephone 1 s dated as early as March 19, 1992. where we 
a refund or redesignating the overlimit w u n t  to the legal and colpg iance 
fund that was to be setup. 

for a refund; here the eontributor gave us new infoautfon regarding the 
correct attribution, we set that up and sent out a request for the a proprlate 
to the upcoming legal and compliance fund, we so noted it and marked 
the computer. 

- I do not know the exact date the legal and e lianee fund was setup 
but it was about the same ti@ that the del of coatri but$ ons M a n .  
(On Cla 29th nearly 1O,OQO different checks put into the bank and 

- Where the contributor opted for a refund, we sent it tc Little Rock 

- I do recall my trip to Little.Rocb in early dune; you and 
down and went over the excessive listing; we added up the 
and 1 believe it was around $7800. 

- I remeerber also talking to Christine one day ~ r o u ~  that ti@ 
her that the excesoives would not be an Sssue Because w were 
a set o f  affidavits. I told her that I thought correct 
everyone we had talked to would return their a4 I idavit 
excess. 



- At this tim, I wrote a cover letter to the applicable contributors referring 
to our earlier conversation about redesignation; I also re-stated in this 
letter the fact that they could request a refund i f  they wished; I prepared 
the redesignation statement with the amount to be redesfgnated alread 
filled out; I requested the contributor to date the statement as o f  t e date 
of the3r last contribution -- this is the date that made them "overlimit' 
by whatever amount. 

I 

had been talked to before. Almost without exce PIon they were ms ! anxious 
that the campaign derive maximum benefit from t 1 eir contribution(s . , 

- It seemed perfectly reasonable to me to do this. All o f  these peo le 

In most instances they did not realize that they were overliarit. thus 
it was evident the contributors wanted to do whatever was legally prop& 
to see that their money helped Governor Clinton. 

In retrospect, I should have sought professional counsel on such fictors 
as datin the redesignation of excessives and the interplay between that 
and the i! ELAC fund opening. I am sorry that I did not. 

. .  

24045  
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91 1 Second Street. N.E. 
Washington, D.C. 20002 

202 675-4900 I Fax 675-491 1 

October 28. 1992 

PERSOW &ID COhTIDENTIAL 

NMoRANDuH 

For: David Watkins 

Re: 

Pat  has juse told me of the  request  t o  provide tapes of the 
complete Clinton database of cont r ibu tors  t o  L i t t l e  Rock so t h a t  
the pre-Presidential G O V e M O r  Cl in ton  f i l e  can be merged with 
same. 

Ve a r e  proceeding a s  requested bu t  f e e l  t h a t  t h e  move indicated 
nay prove to be 180 degrees Prom uhat  is bes t  f o r  the Committee 
and OUP next President. 

You w i l l  forgive us  f o r  t e l l i n g  'ybu that our SESSXON-soE&are Is 
the  bes t  there is. 
b e s t  system for  tracking campaign-related paople and money. The 
FEC has more or less made the same acknowledgment but  with the  
r e s t r a i n r  one would expect. 
It is our ova productdeveloped and r t f l n e d  oyer a fifteen year 
period. f t  is 99.99% programmer-free. It is ver sa t i l e .  It 
affords  superb a b i l i t y  t o  do "householding", l i n k  spouses, avoid 
duplicates. use t i t l e s  and do a l l  those things necessary t o  c a t e r  
t o  human egos. 

for sure,  a l l  t he  Clinton cont r ibu tors  and key supporters must be 
brought under-the same data-roof If a whole bunch of hur t  f ee l ings  
are t o  be avoided. Bot j u s t  f o r  t h e  inauguration, but  on i n t o  the  
future ,  including 1996. 

I knw you are busy so I will say l i t t le more than rhae we w i l l  go 
t o  almost any end t o  l e t  you continue t o  b e n e f i t  from SESSION and 
our developed technology. This could include, for example, moving 
t h i s  system t o  L i t t l e  Rock and s e l l i n g  it together  with software* 
t ra in ing  and support t o  whomever you choose. With a l l  proceduxes, 
such as Patching funds, FEC reports ,  mult iple  databases,  etc. etc. 
And, w e  w i l l  make the  cost so reasonable you w i l l  f e e l  15ke it i s  
amortized j u s t  t he  inauguration and the  audit. The system could 
provide for  32 o r  more sbu l r aneonss  use r sp lus  
and Pa t ' s  f u l l  t b e  support  t h ru  th8 inauguration. 
of the  cost  could go agaPnst prdnurg funds and men lime frm 6 M C  
s ince  the  audi t  dl1 take  place out there.  

Post-election plans fo r  Cl inton databases 

Even our competitors t e l l  u s  t h a t  it is the  

There a r e  many s t r eng ths  t o  SESSIOM. 

o .b lend  of p r i n t e r s  
Proba~bly, most 
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Alterwtively,  you d g h t  want t o  coaslder - in addition t o  
what you have planned in  Little Rock - hawing us 5150 integrafe 
tRe various databases as a bmkup, Insurance measure 60 call on 
if and uhen necessary. 

Again. we W m f  to thank you for the prltvilegc of working for a 
superb candidate and orgmiration. .Pat and I are planning t o  
come to L i t t l e  Rock for election night. W e  hope t o  hove the 
chance of saying "hi" t o  you. 

With best wishes and contlnued good luck! 

Sincere1 

&+5 
U i l l i a m  R .  Anderson 

. 
.. - . .  . _  . . ... . . ..-.. -" . -. ., 
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\ 91 1 Second Street. N.E. 
Washingon. D.C. 20002 - /  

202 675-4900 I Fax 675-491 1 

Fehnrary 17, 1993 

pat xentioned she had talked vith you on Friday 80 1 am taking the 

liberty of sending otv invoice for first half of February herewith. 

Please let ue ?ani if these be handled in another way- 

Pat a l so  mentioned maybe a check could be prac@ssed on Friday 

after clearing stme system probleaas. I haf.e to $e a $other but ve 

are looking at a Buhlch of taxes. In casa it is easier to 

transset, I am enclosing a Mid& * with QUI bank and lrccamt 

numbers. Also enclosed is a statement of outstanding imtoioes. 

abank 

llmnlca very much. 

W i l l i a m  R. Anderson 

24048  



February 19, 1993 

I .  

THE WHITE HOUSE 

WAS #I I N CTO N 

Mr. Bill Anderson 
Public Office Corporation 
911 Second Street, NE 
Washington, D.C. 20002 

Dear Bill: 

Thanks for  your kind note of congratulations and the helpful tax 
input. 
his review. 

You and Rat have been wonderful to me and Aniea; it will never be 
forgotten. 

Thanks again for writing. 

Your friend, 

1 have passed your conmats on to Secretary Bentsen for 

Please keep in touch. 

Mark Middleton 
Special Assistant to the Chief of Staff 

t 
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91 Second Street. N.E. 
Washing~m, D.C. 20002 

202 675-4930 I Fax 675-491 1 
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June 7, 1993 

L p  Utrecht. Esq. 
Oldaker Ryan and Eevie 
Sui te  1100 
818 Connecticut Avenue, W.W. 
Washinstan, D.Ce 20006 

Dear Ms. Utrecht: 

I ha te  t o  trouble you with t h i s  mat ter  but have been unable t o  
make contact by' phone or othervise  uioh nbs. Yates. 

Our account with t h e  Collnnitfet has  unpaid tnvoices for vook done 
three months ago. (Cusrent statement enclosed.) We request t h a t  
t h i s  be cleared up within the  nexr.couple of days in order to 
obviate a need to make a fu r the r  llwve toward collrccdon , 

S?G know how busy you are but will deeply appreciate your Influence 
and help. 

Chairman 

24050 



June 7 ,  1993 

Public O f f i c e  Corp 
911 2nd Street NE 
Washington, DC 20002 

Dear M r .  61 -6. Anderson, 

Barbara Yatee asked f o ~  m e  to mail this check to  you i n  the amount 
of $23,617.71. Barbara asked that this check be sent ov@x=nightto 
you so that you got this check faster than you would if it vas put: 
i n  the regular mail. I appreciate your patience i n  getting this 
check to you. 

Thank you, 

Cathleen Cavender 
Accounts Payable 



91 1 Second Street, N.E. 
Washington. D.C. 20002 

202 635-4900 1 Fax 675.991 1 

J u n e  15.  1993 

h l e e n  Cavender  
/Gore  P o s t  E l e c t i o n  Commi t t ee  

est C a p i t o l  Avenue Ste I150 
' L i t t l e  Rock. A r k a n s a s  7 2 2 0 1  

Dear Hs. Cavender :  

Many t h a n k s  f o r  t h e  c h e c k  and f o r  s e n d i n g  It  o v e r n i g h t .  

f f  you c o u l d  f a v o r  u s  w i t h  a n o t h e r  p a y r e n t  w i t h i n  t h e  
n e x t  few d a y s  we would s u r e l y  a p p r e c i a t e  St. We are  
i n  p r o c e s s  of  b u y i n g  e q u i p m e n t  f o r  a g o v e r n o r ' s  t ace  
(a FOB a s  t h e y  s a y ) .  so i t  wou ld  h e l p  a l o t .  

Thanks  a g a i n  and b e s t  r e g a r d s .  

S i n c e r e l y ,  

w li 
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91 1 Second Street, N.E. 
Wsshinglwl. D.C. ZOO02 

202 6754900 I Fax 675-491 1 

July 1, 1993 

Ms. Lyn Utrecht 
Oldaker Ryan and Lewis 
818 Connecticut Avenue, N.W. 
Suite 1100 
Washington, D. t. 20006 

Dear Lyn: 

This i s  t o  inform you that  we are discontinuing our services t o  the Clinton 
for President Cornittee due t o  non-payment o f  invoices. 

We request f u l l  ga_vment immediate1 for services already rendered through 
June 15, 1993, i n  the amount o f  $4 J ,617.26. 

Upon recei t o f  papent, we w i l l  resume performing tasks, as requested, on 
behalf o f  ! he Corn1 t tee  . 

Chairman 

cc: David Watkins 
Barbara Yates 

24053 
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July 2, 1993 

0 T daker Utrecht, Ryan an Es 9 * lewis 
818 Connecticut Avenue, N.W. 
Suite 1100 
Washington, 5. C. 2Q006 

b a r  lyn: 
We received t h j s  afternoon, v i a  Airborne Express. il Clinton t 
check i n  the amunt o f  $17.244.26 which covers services rende 
A ril 30, 1993. Ue thank you f o  ur efforts toward the release o f  

Further t o  our telephone conversation est@ 
aware of the part  o f  the provision of Y 
then-counsel, Phil Friedman that the C 
days of lnvoice receipt. This  proposed 
January 14, 1992, and f o n d  the basis, 
sewices and charges. 

Thus, our request for timely payment o f  our invoices can be s 
a request that the  Codt tee  pay i n  accordance w i t h  the sched 
Comi  ttee, itself, stipulated. 

In view of the payment received eo 

or written, tha t  we will receive 
t o  the Committee upon the receipt 

t I: i s  payment and its expeditious e o f  transit t o  us. 

d d ,  for all subsequent 

re age willing to re 
ssurance frwr ou, efi 
t covering ill Z sewices rendered 

15th by Friday, July Further that we w i l l  rracejve 
n t  for services rendered k o a  June i6 through work necessary 
the FEC report. 

Upon recei t o f  such assurance, we w j l l  ress on w l t h  the work o f  the 
July 15th FEC submission and deliver i t  e o your office on Friday, July 9th. 

We await your response and hope t h i s  matter can be p u t  behind us on an 
expeditious basis. 

Sincerely, 

William R. Anderson 
Chairman 

cc: David Watkins 
Barbara Yates 

- 
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- I  RE: ~ssuii atiout POC 9errors.0 
................................................................................ 
(1) ISSUE REGARD1 ' AFFIDAVITS. 
Attached is a tne aLty Reilly for the record regarding the way we 

the memo in such a way as to take on as much.responsibility for it as 
clearly we acted on our own, as we have in so many ways throughout 

I would say that I had every reason to believe that the management of the 
affidavits was correct because we did nat ask the contributor to back date 
rnything, we referred to the date as the "as of date" because it was the date 
that the overlimit contribution was made. 
In reality, the real problem with the affidavits was that the Clinton campaign 
attorneys failed to establish the Legal and Compliance fund in a timely manner -- I had been told several months earlier by Phil Friedman that the fund was 
"in the works" -- that's the only reason we continued to call peo le about the 
offendin contribution was made. Because the fund was so late in being 
a1 1 owed time. 
The "charge" for this activity came under our standard, fixed amount paid to us 
for each check unit. No separate charge. no telephone bil ls ,  and no staff time 
was charged additionally for our management of these affidavits. 
(Bill, better check out our invoices to make sure notations were not made 
on them to conflict with above statement.) 

upcoming fund and asked them to date their affidavit as o f  the da ! e the 
establis # ed, the transfer date to the fund from the generrl acct was beyond the 

(2) ISSUE REGARDING JULY 1992 REPORT OVERSTATED BY $200,000. 
Looking back at the figures in our workin papers and the spread sheets (which 
was not caug f! t at the time. 
We regret the typo but do not charge extra for them. 
relatin to that error, there was very little "extra' work on the part qf 
were reviewed in the same manner by the Arkansas s aff; we might add that with 
one or two exceptions, all reports balanced exactly or within a tiny (pennies) 
amount. We are very proud o f  that record iven the fact that we have no source 
documents in this office and given the fac 4 that we NEVER had a balancing 
figure from the accounting department against which to balance. NEVER. 

were correct , we believe the error must 4 ava been a typographical error that 

anyone s o resolve that error inasmuch as every sin le FEC report and schedule 
As for the extra work 

t 

. .  - .  . - I I - --- . 



~~ 

~ . . .- - -  .-.-- - 
9- 
.c 

(3) ERROR RECI'PIRDING PAYHENTS TO WORTHEN OYAT'IWL BANg. 
?he only thing I can think o f  bs the s j t u a t i o n  where the CaaGaitteei during the 
ear ly  s t a r t -u  days, wrote several checks t o  themselves and deposited them 
i n t o  {he payroyl account ( r a the r  than t r a n s f e r  mney t o  the pa mlhccotmt by 
I believe the practice had been discontinued. When I saw t h i s  prior ac t iv i ty ,  
I realized, as did they, t h a t  t h a t  care  had t o  be taken on t h e  4 t h  QTR report  
so t h a t  expenditures would not be overstated.  

an interaccount t ransfer) .  By the time we became involved w i t  K the Committee, 

As a r e su l t ,  the FEC report  i t s e l f  was cor rec t  -- ex endi tures  were not 
overstated -- I allowed f o r  the unusual man elftent. Elso, the check(s was 
a s  i t  should have been. What we fa i led  t o  do was simply make t ose e n t r i e s  on 
the Schedule a "memo. type entry.  As I r e c a l l ,  no one noticed i t  u n t i l  the 
FEC. seeing the obvious reminded the Committee of the proper way t o  make a 
memo entry on Schedule b. 
T h i s  oversight 'error. was of no consequence t o  the  committee whatsoever 
because the f igures  on the 4 t h  QTR r e  o r t  were correct .  only the Scbdu le  B 

Certainly,  no charge was made f o r  something we f a i l e d  t o  do. 

i l i s t e d  on the  schedule B, along with the  o t  a e r  checks wr i t ten  b the o m i t t e e ,  K 

h a d n ' t  been marked w i t h  the  memo nota e ion .  

( 4 )  ISSUE OF A U D I T  TAPES FOR THE FEC - MAS THE COMMITTEE CHARGED TWICE? 

The Committee was charged only for  production of t he  tapes  t h a t  should have 
been sent t o  the  FEC;  a t  no  time has the  committee ever been charged twice fo r  
gear this out.  
(5 )  P a t  is  not aware of any "errors" committed by POC. 
o u r  record t h a t  ever e f f o r t  was made (1  t o  determine the  cor rec t  way t o  

roduction of any product where only one s e t  was. requested. POC invoices would 

I t  must be obvious from 

Pime and time 
handle the data  i n  t e report in  area; ( J ) t o  ensure proper controls  and K 
management of the  d a t a ;  and, (3 i n i t i a t e  and design programs and rocedures 
t h a t  would simplify management u t  ensure accuracy o f  the data -- 
again, month a f t e r  month.  

POC information i s  regarded as  the source o f  balancing da ta  ra ther  than the 
accounting department. 
m i l l i o n  d o l l a r s  of transactions,  our  spread sheets  were per fec t ly  accurate and. 
kept the accounting department i n  line r a the r  t h a n  the o ther  way around, over 
and over again. 

I f  other words, the leadership we have cont inual ly  demonstrated, the  
r e l i a b i l i t y  of the data we were resoonsible f o r  ( f o r  which we had no source 

W i t h ,  we believe, one exception, out of over 535 > 
. 

documents); and the t imeliness of d i l i v e r  of r e i o r t s  t o  the FEe-and support  
which we are  ENORMOUSLY PRO s D. t 

) materials  i o  t he  Committee under extreme T y heavy volume), is a record for 

We are  sorry you f i n d  i t  necessary t o  s o l i c i t  our uarantee tha t  the Committee 
has not been charged for  our .errors.' But ,  never 9 heless, we are happy 

o s t a t e ,  une uivocally, t h a t  the  Clinton f o r  President Comi t t ee  has  n o t  
documents mana ed. and roducts delivered, not t o  mention r e l i a b i l i t y ,  we 
performed than any of the service providers t o  t h a t  Comi t t ee ,  past  o r  present. 

charged 9 o r  errors and tha t ,  i n  f a c t ,  per item o f  data ,  number o f  

would venture 9 Rat the e o m i t t e e  has received the bes t  value for  services  

Le L *  - .- . 2 4 0 5 6  
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July 9, 1993 

TO: Bill Anderson 
F W I :  Pat Anderson 

RE: Charges and e C l i n t o n  for  President E 
................................................................................ 
There a r e  three issues t h a t  I 
(1) CONSISTEHT POLICY: 
H have written a memo t o  you about the 4 issues t h a t  Lyn 
Pot's e r r o r s  during the c 

You mentioned t h a t  you must whi t  a responsa t o  Lyn about 
and, i f  appropriate deduct from the outstanding invoiced 
the amount cha r  ed #or services i n  the c-issjon of t h e s e  
had not been un 3 uly charged, we were t o  so verify,  a f f idav  
t o  her. 
Certainly i t  has been the policy o f  t h i s  co any t o  always answer the questions 

inquiry i n  t h i s  instance, even though it wasn't atade u n t i l  a f t e r  we had t o  
abate services t o  t h e  Comaittee f o r  non-payssent o f  invoices. 
I believe, however, before we respond, we should understand exact ly  the 
questions because several o f  the references were vague and I honestly don't 
know exact ly  what she i s  referring to. 

I am so proud o f  our record o f  serviee t o  t h e  Committee, indeed L n even 

given some add i t in r l  thought: 

d-- ccht raised about 
aign has been algn and whether o r  not t h e  c 

charged f o r  t h e  time i t  too 7 t o  "commit' these e r rors .  

of a customer about i s sues  regarding the b i l  Y . I cheerfully respect t h a t  

sa id  she thought we had done a good job. I would be ha py t o  exp Z ain, 
give d e t a i l s ,  and provide an information but I think i P important t o  know 
what the questions are and t 3: e perceived 'errors' are. 

of excellence o f  a !! t 1 @it- vendors and servbce providers. You t o l d  me t h a t  
t K a t  she would ask Keeley if Keeley could t h i n k  o f  anything POC had done 

Also, I t h i n k  i t  a r o  r i a t e  t h a t  the Comit tee  apply t h e  same standards 

L n asked me t o  t r y  and think of any "errors" we had made; she a l so  mentioned 
wrong and so fo r th .  

I believe t h e  Cornittee would be wise t o  have a s t a t e d  policy about "errorsm 
and a c l e a r  d e f i n i t i o n  of an e r ro r .  
ecowtitn t h e s e  e r r o r s  and the time charged i t  P 

ndor and service 
" t h a t  i t  took t o  
t h e  e r rors ,  etc. 

rovider t o  adhere t o  when charging t o  the 



'a 
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.. 

I think to properly protect the Committee an& ensure fair application o f  the 
policy that: 
(a) all vendors and service yoviders to the Committee should be sent a 
copy of this policy statemen-, 
(b) each of the vendors and service providers should be asked to coment on any 
errors/mistakes made not only by themselves but by other vendors and ServICe 
providers and submit these in writing to the Cornittee, 
(c) these responses should be athered and evaluated, and that these conments 
must be allowed to be comente 3 on by the vendor/service-prowder a19eged 
to have made the errors, etc.. 

6 eemed to have been an error have been revealed and we all have a clear picture 
o f  who did what wrong and what the actual cost was ( i n  dollars), and 
(e) the appropriate amount should be applied a ainst 'the offenders bill; 

d) that this process be worked back and forth until all actiona/activities 

where the vendor or service- rovider has alrea 8 y been paid insfull, the 
Committee should demand reim E ursement from the vendor or service-provider. 

until s K e explains in a memo exactly what she i s  talking about regar ! ing 

I think that is a fair and equitable application o f  the "errors" policy 
as I understand it. 
I hereb withdraw my comments about the issues I think Lyn is tirlkin 
any PQC errors ana reimbursement to the Committee. 

about 

(2) EXCESSIVE CONTRIBUTIONS FROM A CORPOWTION: 
As you recall, there have been numerous and generous rebates that POC has made 
to the Clinton for President Committee, the extent of which, perhaps, Lyn 
Utrecht is unaware. 
1 looked up in our files the two letters that you wrote to David Watkins 
regarding these rebates. 
the attorney o f  the Committee Po make sure that these do not constitute 
an unusual or illegal action on our part becaufe 
or required such rebates, as a stated and consistent policy, from all 
vendors and service-providers it will look like a contribution in-kind\ 
from a corporation and, we alf know, that i s  not allowed. 

I believe that these should be carefully looked at by 
unless the Cornittee allowed 

2 4 0 5 8  - 
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91 1 Second Streel. N E. 
Washington, D.C. 20002 

202 675-0900 I Fax 675.49'1 1 
.I 

July 9, 1993 

Hf. Lyn Utrecht 
Oldaker Ryan and levis 
Suite I100 
818 Connecticut Avenue, N.U. 
Washington. D.C. 20006 

Dear Lyn: 

This is in reference KO CUT telephone conversation of yesterday. 

Devoted to being a "team player". recognizing the sometimes crucial 
cash flw problems of the Cormittee, and blessed after the nominating 
convention vith a sizeable increase in vork volume, we took tvo 
actions at strategically significant rimes: 

1) ve permitted the be1anrc:due from the Commietee to 
rise as high as $190.846:15 

2) voluntarily and strictly on our o m  hitiative ve reduced 
prices in several increments vith a total savings to the 
Corrnnittee of $104,178.12 

Obviouslp, the amount of 2) above is thousands of timcs paore than 
enough to offset the four instances in which you felt there c g  
have been charges for mist8kes oade on our put. Xevertheless, I 
vi11 briefly address these four points and should you need further 
detail I vill'be glad to prwide same. 

1) issue re: "back-dated" affidavits - 
If addressed definitively, one would determine what 
errors were made, when. 
affidavit Fork were on a unit char$e basis, there were no 
charges added far the special handling of those in question. 

. 
But since all charges s'e: 

2) issue re: July 1992 report overstated by S200,OUO. 

We believe this to be the result of a typographical error 
which was not caught in t i m e  to correct before report sub- 
mission. Ue regret this. 
the error. 

Elrere vere no charges for correcting 

- more 24059  
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3) ''error" re: payments to Uorthen National 88nk 

Ve believe t h i s  stems from the  ea r ly  days where the 
Ccasstlttee wrote several checks f o r  deposi t  in the  
payroll account, r a the r  than using inter-account 
transfer.  
the practice had been discontinued. 
did t h e  Comatittee, t ha r  care had t o  be taken on the 
4th quarter  1991 reporc t o  make sure  u p e n d i t u r e s  were 
not overstated. The FEC r epor t . i t s e l f  was correct ;  che 
"error" was i n  not making the appropriate ''vmm" type 
entry on Schedule B. 
to  t h i s  sequence. 

By the  tirne ue became involved w e  believe 
Ve realit@d:as 

There were no charges re la ted  

4) vas t h e  Committee charged twice for any FEC tapes? 

No. A l l  tape charges were per Cem1,ttee requests.  
Where it vas necessary t o  precess tapes  more than 
once, only the final product vas charged for. 

Trust ing that  the  above wlll answer your questions,  we look 
foruard t o  receLvving the Committee's check f o r  se rv ices  through 

Upon rece ip t  of 
same o r  word from you thar  It  Is enroute we will comence the 
f i n a l  work toward t h e  July 15th FEC report. 

. June IS. 1993 i n  she amount of 326,372.90. 

CC 
David Watkins 
Earbara Yatcs 

Chairman 

' I  

P.S. I as enclosing m copy of our July 22 and September 10. 1992 
letters t o  David Katkbs .  You may not have these; they provide 
addi t iona l  d e t a i l  on our voluntary pr ice  reductions.  They may 
also demonstrate t he  f lavor  of our e f f o r t s  t o  be a team player eo 
t h e  Cosmittce. 

. 

2 4 0 6 0  
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91 I Second Stree~. N E 
WaJtPingron, D C 20002 

202 675-4900 I f a x  675-491 1 
February 6. 1995 

pls. tyn Utrecht 
Oldaker Ryan 6 Leonard 
818 Connecticut Avenue, N.U. Suite  1100 
Uashington. D.C. 20006 

Dear Ms. Utrecht: 

This is t o  confirm the  ins t ruc t ions  given t o  u s  during the meeting on 

Clinton Commit tee  91-92 Documents: 
January 25ch betwen you, Barbara Yates. Alan Uegehoff. and Pat and m e .  

These number 654 volumes of e i t h e r  two or  th ree  inch th ree  ring binders. 
An inventory is enclosed. 
f a c i l i t y  known as  U-Store Zeta on N e v  York Avenue, N.E.. vhere most are now 
held. The storeroom is t o  be signed over to  Oldaker Ryan 6 Leonard. This 
w i l l  be completed ea r ly  next  w e k  and the key and r e l a t e d  r e n t a l  documents 
del ivered t o  you. 

A l l  tapes  containing C o m m i t t e e  data are to be e i t h e r  destroyed or processed 
so t h a t  no Clinton Corplpittee 91-92 data arc t o  be re ta ined  by us. 
91-92 f i l e s  are t o  be de le ted  upon receiving vord t h a t  the  ColaaPittee is  f inish-  
ed v i t h  these files. 
other than t h e  tapes and on-line f i l e s  noted above.) 

W e  have never before been ca l l ed  upon during our  17 years  i n  business t o  
destroy the  t o t a l  of a C U S Z O ~ E Y ' S  f i l e s .  
i n  our meeting, is t h a t  a l a rge  perceneage of the  33 sets of re levant  backup 
tapes  contain other customer f i l e s  tha t  ve are obl igated t o  maintain and 
r e t a in .  This means t h a t  a seemingly easy job  w i l l * e  q u i t e  demanding of 
meticulous care and of SYSK~QI and manager resources. 
a rough estimate of t he  cost a t  t h i s  time. 
se l f -pro tec t ive  ove ra l l  p r i ce ,  ve propose t o  b i l l  on a time and materials 

These are a l l  t o  be congregated a t  the  storage 

Clinton C o m m i t t e e  91-92 Coslputer Files:  

The on-line 

(There are no other media containing Committee f i les  

Terms: 

The complication. as w e  mentioned 

Thus, we can only give 
Accordingly, ra ther  than s t a t e  a 

basis. 
$8000. 

We believe t h e  bottom l i n e  f igure vi11 be somewhere betveen $4000. and 

Payment: In  acsordance with the standard p rac t i ce  of our industry.  we 
w i l l  need payment f o r  a l l  a m u n t s  due pr ior  to the de l e t ion  of the last  set of 
f i l e s  . 

Conf i mat ion: 
I f  the  foregoing is an  accura te  statement of t he  Comittee's wishes and is 
agreeable to  the CsnmPittee. please return the  o r i g i n a l  signed copy t o  us. 

Conf i m e d :  

&- 2 5 0 6 1  
On 

Clinton f o r  President Cimmittee Chairman 

Encl: Docment Inventory - 



. 911 Second Streea. N.E. 
washmgton. D.C. m 2  

202 675-4900 i Fax 675-491 1 

CLINTON GWHITTEE WCUIUWTATION 

k l d  Ln Storeroom 3gOl U-Store Zeta 
301 Mew York Avenue. N.E. 
Washingtom. DC 20002 

Number of Binders Descriptfoa 
2 or 3 inch 

456 
97 
3 
I 
4 
5 
3 
1 
1 

4f 
1 
1 
2 

chcck copies 
SI ehru S10 Liseings & MfidPvIts 
Threshold 8ubnission 
Affidavit Cencral 
MSF 
Deposit Slips 
Contributions - July 92 
In-Klad 
State by State 
Partnerships 

Refunds 
Suspend 
Suspense Account Contributions 
NSF Suspense 
Batch krg Book 
Draft Account 

G M C  
GOA lank Becard 
General # I  

Pr farry  Coapliance -2 

Wfre Receipts 

5 boxes Stationery 

24062 
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QLDAKER,  RYAN & LEONARD 

ATTOLINCY~ & T  LAW 

CONNECTICUT A V L W U C ,  N.W. 

S U I T E  1 1 0 0  

W A S H I N G T O W ,  D.C. X 0 0 0 0  - 
( P O Z )  7 P 8 - I O I O  

V C C S I I I L C  IZOZI 720-4044 

Mr. William R. ,b&rson 

91 1 %cod Srpeet, N.E. 
Pubiic office @orpoPation 

Wdlingt0~D.C. 20002 

Dear Mr. andepson: 

an inventory. nKst are JI to be 
Zeta on Mew Yo& Avenue. N.E.. 
signed over to Oldalter, Ryan L 
key and related rental documents 



William Andenon Lcacr 
Page 2 

All tapes containing Committee data are to be deleted or erased so that no Clinton 
Committee 9 1-92 data are to be retained by you. The on-line 91 -92 files are to be deleted 
upon receiving the word &om Alan Wegehoff that the Committee is finished with these 
fiJes. 

YOU have assured us that there are no other media containing Committee files o i e r  than 
thc tapes a d  oa-line files noted above. 

We understand that you will bill us on a time and materials basis with a bottom line 
figure somewhere between $4000 and $8000. 

&im.-=L 

You will notify us just prior to the deletion of the last set of files, and we will tender 
payment to you in full. Upon deletion of the final files, you will sign a certification that 
you no longer have any copies of Clinton for President data or records in any media or 
format. 

Please return the original signed copy of this letter to us confirming this agreement. 

I am giving you these ~ t r u ~ t i o r i s  as Come1 to the C~mmittee, and instructing 
you that no one else have the authority to do so. As a Committee vendor, you do not 
have the authority to discuss the Committee’s records with anyone else or allow the 
documents to be accessed by anyone else. 

Sincerely, 

57- 
Lyn Utrecht 
Counsel 

ConGrmed: 

William Anderson 
Chairman 
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1 M 6  Lake Windermere Drive 
Great Falls, Virginia 220616 
March 24, 1995 

PERSONAL AND C0NI;IDENTLAL 

Eyes only Judge h.iikva 

The Honorable Abner Mikva 
The White House 
Washington, D. C. 20500 

Dear hdge  m a :  

It was a good while back, but perhaps you wiU recaU that we served together 
for a term or two. 

I have been very reluctant to contact you about the matter at hand but finally decided to 
do so, realizing that a low key, confidential meeting with you could be the best chance of 
avoiding any course of action that could be damaging to the hresident. 

The issue at hand, very briefly, is this: Our database management company did the contri- 
butions management and related matching firnds submissions; and other work for the Clinton 
for President Committee primary ‘92. Our team, headed by my wife, Pat, did a record- 
breaking job. Despite this, the Committee Counsel went out of her way to single us out 
in a series of undeserved and untrue swipes in her written response to the FEC Interim 
Audit Report. These comments were quoted or otherwise referred to in the official FEC 
Final Audit Reports, which are, of course, public documents. 

Ir! sum, our company has been badly damaged and libeled by these gratuitous statements. 
This presents us with one of the most perplexing dilemmas we have ever had to face. 

There may be very good RSORS why you will choose to not meet with us, and we will 
understand. If you feel a meeting is in order, however, I would suggest that it be in the 
next few days, in confidence and away from your office at a location of your choosing. 

the House 

I can be reached a-(home) 0- (office). 

I have followed yoilr distinguished post-Congressional career in the press and sincerely 
hope this finds you and yours enjoying the best of health and happiness. 

Shcel-ely, 

William R. Anderson 

EncIosures 



E!3SENCE: 

- Committee counsel took not one but four swipes at our company (POC) in her written 

- These swipes were repeated or r e f e d  to in the FEX: Final Audit Report for Clinton for 

response to the FEC Interim Audit Report 

President (primary) and in the Pial Audit Report for CIintoniGore & ClintodGore 
Compliance Fund (gened election). POC had nothing at all to do with the 
general ektion. 

- Committee counsel repeatedly defended vendors EXCEPT POC. POC was sbgled out. 

- All of the swipes a g i s t  POC were undeserved, unneaxmy, and unuue. 

- h fact, POC’s performance for the Committee was outstanding. Records were sel as to the 
percentage of matching submissions accepted for matching by the FEC (99.48%). ReGords 
were also set as to the amount of unacceptable contributions converted into FEC-accqmble 
by the meticulous review and affidavit program carried out by POC. 

- Swipe number three is of particular concern. The Committee handled these redesignations, 
NOT POC. The implication of greed on our part is devastating. To the contrary, POC 
voluntarily and on its own initiative reduced its unit prices as volume increased so as 
to save the Committee $110,270.21. 

._  

ABOUT Public Ofrice Corporation (POC): 

- Founded 1978 by William R. and Patricia W. Anderson. 

- Serves mainly political customers, but some commercial. . 
- Never had a salesperson, we always relied on a good reputation and word-of-mouth 

- Has provided services to five presidential campaigns, but Clinton for President 

- Serves a number of Senate customers. AJSO the Vim Pmident. 

- Prides itself on quality, versatility, fast turnaround. 

recommendations by satisfied customers. 

was the only one involving a nominee. 



911 Second Street. N.E. 
Washington. D.C. 20002 

202 675-4900 I Fax 695-4911 

March 31, 1995 

Lyn Utrecht ,  Esq. 
Oldaker, Ryan 6 Leonard 
818 Connecticut Avenue, N.W. 
S u i t e  1100 
Washington, D.C. 20006 

Dear Ms. Utrecht: 

The manager a t  the  s to rage  f a c i l i t y  a t  301 New York Avenue, N.E. 
advises  t h a t  both p a r t i e s  must come t o  the  f a c i l i t y  i n  order  t o  
car ry  ou t  a t r ans fe r  of a rented space. 
about t h e  t r ans fe r  bu t  he i n s i s t s  on following h i s  ru l e s .  

-I vi11 be.glad ta -meet -you 'or  whomevhr w i l l  s i gn  for' your firm a t  

1 showed him your letter 

" 

t he  p l ace  most any afternoon. J u s t  g ive  me a call .  

We have paid the rent up t o  May 1st. (Receipt enclosed.) Also, I 
am enclosing a copy of t h e  f a c i l i t y ' s  no t i ce  of an upcoming r e n t  
increase. 

We cont inue t o  await word from L i t t l e  Rock about removing the  onl ine  
f i l e s .  
t h a t  vi11 be cleared upon t h e i r  removal i n  order to  process t h e  backup 
rapes containing Committee and o the r  customer f i l e s .  

Thet continue t o  access these.  We need the  system work space 

Sincerely,  - 
l l i a m  R. Anderson 

e n c l  





Hay 3 1 ,  1995 

Public office Corporation 
311 Second Street, NE 
Washington, DC 20002 

Dear Mr. Bill Anderson: 

Effective immediately, the Clinton for President Committee is 
terminating services w i t h  Public Office Corporation. 

Lyn Utrecht will be contacting you within the next few days 
regarding final dispssition of our records. 

S ineerely , 
r" L '(%As4 

Shannon Tanner 
Director of Compliance 

cc: Lyn Utrecht 
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Volume One 

Tab 01 Overview 
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A G u m  

This Agzeemenf is made as oC this art3 day o f  
De~ember~ 1991 by and BPszweern the Clinton ier Prasfdenf: 
tomit+ee,  Inc.. an Ukansas cogaaration ( T o  ttecm), and 
the P u b l i c  Offlee Corporation, Ine., a D i s t z i c t  of Columbia 
corporation ("POC"). In  consideration O f  the mutual promises 
hera inaf te r  s@t forth and inremiifq Po bc Iega l ly  bound 
hereby, t h e  parties  heroby agrte as fol1mdm: 

iissAsu 
umoses and F U X t i Q I U  

1.1 pot agrees'to undertake and lgerrfo 
necessary to ensure t h a t  the Committee rece 
marching funds to which it 1s en t i t l ed  from +he Federal 
E1sc:ions Commission ("FEC") under applicable l aw.  These ' - 
tasks include, but a r e  not limftad.ta, t he  fknet se'f f o r t h  
i n  the Proposal t o t  t he  Clinton fos,-President eo +a00 dated 
Decembez 10 ,  1991, as amended by %he January 22, 2 
mediflcations, which it attached hereto as At+ashmclnt 1 and i o  
hereby fncorlporatrd as part  o f  this Agrement. 

-. 
9 

. Seczion 
%s!! 

2.1 TRir Agreement s h a l l  commence on the date ret fo r th  
in the first Paragraph of this Agreement amd shaU (terninato, 
subject  t o  the provisions set forth i n  Section 2-1 ,  on Match 
1, 1993 .  Thereafraz, at t h e  r o l e  option ai the Committee, the 
te-cm may be extendrd for additioaaa peziods under ZQWS and 
condirions mutually agreed upon by t h e  pa r t i e s .  

2.'2 The Committee may temipra+e a i s  Agreement a+ m y  
time (e) due to nonpcrforzmnce by PQC upon t e n  days prior 
notice  t o  PQC, (b) the paucity of contrlbuefom t o  be 
submitted t o  the PLC for matchling fund reimbuttcam\ent makes 
t h i s  contract  uneeqnomical fqr the  C o d t t e q u p e n  fil'fteen da 
pri.or writ ten notice t o  P d c ,  or  (e) bos*hny o t B a ~  redon u p ~  
tventy-days ptaorr notice to PW. +y determination pursuant 
t o  subsections (b) or (e) s h a l l  be made at the sole disexaeion 
of t h e  CcmsafttQe. 

.- 

3.1 POC agrees to ptrfonn the  work descxlhd i n  Section 
1.1. POC w i l l  complete and del iver  t o  t h e  EEC menthly 
Matching Fbndr Submissions by t h e  f i t s e  business? day of every 
180~1th. monthly Receipts and Disbursements Reports by +he 20th 
day a f t e r  the last  day eash month. and other sirpdler: reports 
as required by tRca FEC end applicable l a w .  

, 

2 5 0 0 1  
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V - Ccmmittse Pavments an d PoC Perf omanee 
The C o m l t t e e  s h a l l  pay POC a monthly fee of 

Sl,750.00 t o  rover database management ( including 24-hour on- 
l i n e  access ,  d a i l y  back-up, 24-hour hot - l ine  numbes, o f f - s i t e  
s torage,  and dizectory clean-u@) and t imesharing and t r a i n i n g  * 

a.?d support  (fox two video texminalt and one p r i n t e r ) .  

4.2  The Committee shall  pay PCM: a one-tima f ee  of 
S1,500.00 for two VT200 series video tenninalr and t h o  
necessary cables and re la ted  necessary equfpment ( inc luding  
delivery,  i n i t i a l  s e tup  i n  COmIai t teQ headquarters in L i t t l e  
Rock, Arkansaso And maintenance throughout t h e  t e r n  of this 
Agreement). 
iaogerclsle, BQC will replAce it within 48 hours at no 
a d d i t i o n a l  c o s t  bo the C a m i t t e a .  

4 . 1  

If any equipment should f a i l  o r  othemiosc become 

8 . 3  The Corni t tee  s h a l l  pay POC on a 'Lime and 'inateriais' 
b a s i s  for report ing Committee expaaditures t o  the FEC on a 
monthly basis by t h e  date specffleki by t h e  FEC and on o t h e r  
rec;ulcrly scheduled dates us required by t h e  FEC. The tozal 
f ce r  t o  be paid by t h e  Committee for such reports shall not 
exceed 87.504.60 for reports f i led t b o u g h  the report bo bQa . 
filed on March 20, 1992.  The time and mtcxial charges s h a l l -  
be e5 set f o r t h  i n  Attachment 2 hereto.  A t  tho conelusion o f  - 
t h e  four-month period, BQC and the Committee s h a l l  r e n e g o t i a t e  
t h e  t e n s  of this prevision. 

4 . 4  The Commdttec s h a l l  pay POC t h e  foPloufng Pees: (a). 
3 2 - 5 0  for each contr ibut ion processed, (b) 52 .00  f o r  WiCh 
a f f i d a v i t  s e n t ,  which fee sRall include the cos t  o f  a 
personal ized  feruarding l e t t e r ;  and ( e )  $ 2 . 0 0  for each 
affidavit executed and returned for submission t o  the PEC. 

1.5 The Committee s h a l l  pay BOC the following ZnCentfV@ 
F e e :  if any given monthly Hatching Fund5 Submission r e c e i v e r  
an FEC grade of betveetr 9 8 . 0 1  and 1008 ,  an Incentlvo Fee equal 
t o  ( a )  an additional $1.00 per eont r ibu t lon  processed in such 
month p lus  (B) $O.aQ per a f f i d a v i t  mailed t o  con t r ibu to r s  in 
such month. This Incentive Tee  shall only  be paid t o  OOC o u t  
of funds received by t h e  Committeir  from the F'EC t h a t  axe 
Cirecz ly  a t t r i b u t a b l e  t o  Submissions having obtained at h a s t  
Q 98% grade ("Xncenzlve Funds"). Xncentivs Funds s h a l l  bg 
c a l c u l a t e d  as follows: (a )  the t o t a l  matching con t r ibu t ion  
received i n  such month By t h e  Committee minus (b) t h e  amom+ 
that the Committee would have rsceifved I n  such month hod t h e  
FEC grade for such monthly report been 98.0 percent. Such 
Xncenrivr Funds shall bo placed f n  OR Xncemtiva Aeeount. PW: 
sha l l  only be paid o u t  0f money a v a i l a b l e  i n  eha Xncentfrc 

* 1 Account. Any Incent ive Tee b f l l e d  by POC that is no+ paid fn  

i 
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a given month 'due to insufficient funds being available in the 
Incentive Account shall Be billed to the Comit+ee pursuant to 
Seczion 4.9 the  following month (without any interest charges) 

following month. 

authorized rrprerrntativa o f  the Cornitsee any and 011 of the 
services listed on page 9 of Attachmmk 1 in the quantities 
and at rhe levels specified a f  the prices specified under the 
heading "Clinton." Such SmXfCQS shall be provided promptly. 
Billing f o r  such sewices shall be as specified in Section 
4.7.  

in addition to any Xncentive Tee that i s  earned by POC in the # 

4 . 6  POC agrees to provide at the request of a duly 

2 4  

4.7 POC shall submLt an invoice ts the Committee within 
fifteen (15) days following the receipt o f  the FEC grade. The 
Cornittee s h a l l  pay POC within fifteen (IS) days of receipt o f  
such invoice. - 

4 - 8  The Committee shall pay PQd for staff hours at the 
rate set forth in Attachmen+ 2 and for the Cost of long- 
distance telephone calls actually incurred in raeoneiling 
missing or erroneaus contribution or expenditure information 
when required fop PEC compliance and/or optimization o€ 
mazchfng funds . 4 - 

' Section tt 
Entire Acroemenr, 

This Agreement represents the entite agrtement and 
understanding between the parties with respect t o  it5 subject 
matter and .supersede+ and replaces any previous documents, 
correspondence, conversations, or other written oral 
understandings between the  parties reletad t~ ehe subject 
matter o €  this Agreement. 

section VI 
Amendments 

except by a vritfng signed by en authorize8 representative of 
the Committee and POC. Waiver of any breach o f  p x o v h h n  
Qf this Agreement must be in writ ing  signed by an authorbred 
representative of bath parties hereto, and such waiver shall 
not be deemed bo be a waiver et' a~pr preceding or ruccaLding 
breach of the same or any other provision. 

This Agreement shall net be modified or amended 
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Sect ion Vrf  - $onst;areriors 

Thfs Agreement s h a l l  be c o n s w a d  under the laws of 

A l l  instruments axlreutedl puxsosnC Po +his 
the District of Colwnhia, regardlsars of tha plzm? o b  execution 
or performance. 
Agreement s h a l l  also be governed by the laws of the District 
of Columbia. In the event of any incomfetancy between the 
provisions et this Agreement and Attrchmen~ 
of this Agreement shall prevail. 

N e i t h e r  t h e  tommlt+ce nox POe may 
or  obligations under t h i s  Agreereent WithOUk 
consent o f  rhe othet parby. 

Sccriofi PX 
~ o t i e e s  

A, .the provisions 

assign its rights 
rhc prior written 

. 
. Any notice, request, aemand, eonsent, or other 

communication perairred or requi red- to  Be given pwsuant to 
t h i s  Agreement shall be deemed given when received, shall be 
i n  writing, end sha l l  be delivered fn person os sene by W.S. 
mail or by privrtacourisr  servisa! or by telccopy or t e l e x  to 
the other paxty a t  i t s  address set: f o r t h  below or a t  such 
other address as such party hereafter may furnish in Writing -; 
to the tathar party. 

Cl i r con  Sor Pres ident  

H.O. Box 61s 
L i t t l e  Rock, Azkansas 72203 

Atcn: David Warlins 

Committee, Ine. 

Publlc O f f i c e  Corporation, Inc. 
911 2nd Street, N.E. 
Uarhington, D.C. 20002 

Attn: Pat Ande:ron 

This Agreemeart ed In any R 
coantergarts, each Qf which S h a l l  be deamad an original, but 
all of which together sha l l  constitute o m  and the 
irutrwnent . 

I 

1 . 
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The Senion headings used in this Agxaemont are for 
tceference pugpores only and da not constftuze a part; o f  this 
Agreerrrent . 

In the  wen^ t 6mpaten.C jurfsdictisn 

llhLng pzovisfons o f  
holds any provision af this Agg be fmwalid, such 
holding ahall  have no effect  ob 

ai f ect .  
t h i s  Agreement, and thw Shalr e b iu;la f o ~ o  

m r t r a t i  0% 
~ n y  d i s p u t e  arising beeveen tho parties hereto in 

connection with this Agreement that cana~f be rasolvad by 
mutual agreemenf shall be subtu.ietsal Bo arbftxacion B@fare a 
single asbitzitor, who r b l l  b. epgeinfecl by agrmament e l  ehr 
partbes, and shall be finally rattled u n d ~ f  ?.he Rules eY 
Conciliation and Arbiuation of the  America kbitZafiQn 
Association. 
the appoifmrirnr of an arbitrator within 40 days OD Wi+t@n 
not ice  by either paAy thac arbitration Q 
sought. the ar5ltratoz shell be a ~ ~ ~ ~ n ~ ~ ~  the merican ? 

A-Sitratien Association. The awed of the arbfaator s h a l l  be 
binding upon the parelcr and judgment m y  be entered thereon 
i n  any &oust having juxi3dicti&n thereof. 
axbitration shell be borne as pxovided i n  the awaxd of tho 
arbitrator. 

represen%atLwea QP the parties R Q X ~ B $ ~  execute this Agfamenc. 

- .  

In t h e  ovenf that tha paxzfar cannet agree on 

dispute is befag-. 

AU costs of 

IN AGREEXEHT t o  the ftoregoiig, the duly authorixed 

I Titlt: &&*- 
bate: @&FA# 

1 
. Bats : 

25005 



1 

~~~ - - - ~ ~  - mllect ccmtr~tions (post office, hesdquarters, etc.) 
- 0 p e n m a i l a I r i ~  . 'e,smt,andcukthecheckzP - baLarrce d*rks to be Qpwited and mganize into "batches" - generate scqmter typed dppbsit slip6 using #tc system (cption) 
- takeckpsi t tobank - generate (virtually autcmatic) and ciistribute all fund-raising repoas - organize xmterials that need to be docunrented - e check copies. and deposit slips 

- imediately follow-up on contributions that could not be depwited 

pa3 w i l l  train the staff and suppart this aperation. 
and skill level for a volum of 500-800 new checks daily are: 

umrxbately follow-up on "missing" infanmaton 
(fund raising center, event code, solicitor ccde, c k b  with rn address) 

- send copy of check bat&es to WC in Washinston 
Staff requiranents 

1 supervisor to ")ceep things rolling" 
1 key q ~ ' - t o r  sitting at desk em%ring basic tnmsachcm . datg 

( 3 )  hatching for depsit, (4)  running deposit slips, 
(5 )  photo copying 2 sets of check copies, (6)  NNLing to bank, 
(7 )  auviling contributor cards/direee mail cards, (8) boxing up 
check copies and contributor cards to d to KC via IIPS 

4 - 6 T : J L . L : L ~ ~ ~ ~  t@ (1) mail, (2)  ck!., 

Note: Usually, the key operatop can easily "dauble" as the sqsmiwr 
as long as v o l ~  is 500-800 checks per day range. 

As volume increases, or on extrerrely heavy "mrq" days, 
2 aperators, each with a 
eously. A l m t i - l y ,  on heavy m q  days, just cut of€ t b  
day's deposit to 1000 or so anl after the dgpoIjit is 
begin prqmring the sxsmhbq chscks as paa of the " 
CJepOsit . 
The volunteer suplpoa would lilaRJise expand and 
based on volm am3 haw "fast" e v e ~ y ~ u e  warloed. 
"abut" the sarre people could be ccunted cm to 
db this task. 

&siest rim o€ day for this group is early a.m. until the 
deposit is made, usually befoxe 2 p.m. 

d i s t r i h t i c m  to the furd raising -le, dirract mail oansultants, 
arid amrarre else on the distribution list. 

I ccprld Q this jcb sirniltan- 

aepoas: a repxt of the day's deposit is immiiaely available for 

So as t h  Wit - ,  - . -  
is be& taken to the bank, receipts infoImatialcank- 

25006 available. 



Paw 2 - W e  10, 19 (as amadd 1/22/92) 

c. Rcc Tasks: Init ial  Data Entry/Database inquiry (included in quote) 

- dress the transaction data and post the contrihtion to bese record 
- PASS #I: enter base rBcoIlj. or update existing r@coxd 

- gewate standad t h n k  you letter to be printed in Uttle Rock 
(stadaxd+kx~& for $1000 m t r i b t i o n s  & 'IlextB for less than $1000) 

day #I I 
- PASS # I :  a nnre e x p r i d  -tor will make 
a second pass througfi t k  batch a& 

havebeenmaximized 

sure that 
duplicates aze net plesent and that m q  funds 

- follw-up on any "over m a d "  si?xatkm is bqun - records are "marked 'I for generation of affidavits 

- current affidavits are generated, filled out and nt-*iled - "missing** in fomt ion  is identified and notices sait 
to obtain occupation and enplqer - current mtching-funds repoa to c@gn m a n a v t  

- arry requjred/requested Kocfuction is generated 
gucdUc€d and d i S t L - i b L l t d  

day #2 ti f 3  

E. Poc TASKS: GENERAT3fJ; M A X H I X  FUNfX SLEWISSION: (included in quote) 

- 100% responsibiliq for matching funds suhnissions - timely mtching-funis x e p ~ ~  genera- and slahnit'd 

- -rt, rnagnetic tape (xquired by FEC), check copies, 
along w i t h  all ckcumna necessary 

affidavits, N!T report arad refunds reprt 

2 5 0 0 7  



Pase 3 - - 10, 1991 poc PmFWal (as Ermended 1/22/92) 

V I A L E W m / M c l L m m m ~ ( ~ r n Q L I O R E )  
G. Wc ?asKs: CN-m !IO 

- tenfz~tiwz allocation of vi& terminals: 

v i b  t e r m i i i  initially; up to faur m x e  can be installed 
later, if needed, in addition to ane IX two printers. 

- m's gclal is that every user has th? basic -tis arad 
instmctions that they need to cb theid job on the compner 
and that tk?jx iase of th? ca?pater will x-qubi? No a€wtional 
suppa of staff at the Clinton c a n p i p  -: Fcx: 
w i l l  talae LhE? J3?qXmsibility of those ushq the data on OUT 
canplter; it is a s h  that the abve lls&c5 w i l l  XMk f22m 
effort a t  helping thwnsel\Rss; Pa: is the HE&? 

access data and generate p m d u c ~ ~  sa'nailtaneously; they will share 
the two printers. 

fairly easily; plducix that require lensthly setup will genEmlly 
be established by pa3 as part of our base price. 
you sbuld an ad hoc T e s t  be considered outside the mmal 
support range and we can give you a quote if a d d i t i d  cost might 
be' 

- Au plsers w i l l  k v e  thix awn account anci tby w i l l  & &le to 

- Ther@ is virtudlly no limit to the p.rdwts they can generate 

We will advise 

- quoZYZ%es dimiteci usage of the carp- - 24 hour hotline support for those oprators identified above - basic training on mnagkig the laser printer - basic training on mnaging the c k p s i t  (cuqmterizd &posit system) - setup st3ndard, u y  repcrt fcp :E%nce c3laimm to be prbtfd 
in Little Rock for u p b - t h e  minute x q i x t s  by SIXE, and within 
Arkansas, by (TxwPy. 
Finance chahlvl . 
any 

F o m t  &content to be aF.pm\ped by 
Fa will setup (to be run by the firlame group) 

they & to 618 their job better. - CoNult with HQ hudraisers ar%i planws  re coding systems/-- - Fa w i l l  pxwvicie daily bachxp security ard "failsafe" copies of all 
dcclm3l- wfiere we are "only" q. - WC will opera- the mm, othgb tk~ for ~ c W ,  24 -/day 
and 7 days a week (no bacw scheduled cmweelaendmrnings) 
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I PRICES: Startmp................................. $ 
per ........................... 2.50 

2.ou 

Per affidavit reunsd (pepare f a  ??EL! sulnissiasl, 
2.00 

mnthly database tmmplem fee 1,000.00 

Per affidavit E e l t  aut (when required) plus postage 

lnetch with CheCBr corpy, madc systm, CKmaAWm - 1  

(24-harr -, d&ly WyP, 
24 h h0t-lk-e nmker, off-site storage, 
d i r e c t a r y C l e a r n r P s )  

Keyoperatnr suppart and services WhenmdbeEi 
J = m , F = -  1,000.~ 

. .  

.. 
. .  
: 

. . .  
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9 Ad H l x  Price List far the cllntan e 4 I p i g n  
Fhx!&er 10, 1993 
(as cnnended 1/22/92) 

.07 
e 1 5  
.Is 
.44 
-33 

s9.00 

s15.00 

28.00 
24.00 
16.00 
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I -\. 911 Second Street, N.E. 
~ Washington, D.C. 20002 

302 675-4900 I Fax 675-491 1 

August 25, 1992 
i 

Clanton for President Committee 
Mr. David Watkins 
123 West 3rd Street 
Little Rock, AR 72201 

Statement of incentive.pay for matching submission 09 (of 08/03/92) 
__----__----__------_____________.______------------------------------------ 

Funds left in "account" as of 08/01/92 (Total left unused 
after SO8 billed) $ 92786.65 

Re: SO9: 
FEC assigned grade of 99.6 

31900 contributions processed during month @ 1.00 
1067 affidavits sent @ .50 
Incentive pay for SO9 

31900.00 
532.00 

32432.00 

Amount accrued t o  Clinton Conunittee for SQ9 grade over 
98.0 = 1,793,791.46 x 1.6% = 28700.66 

Total now in "account" for incentive pay 
(32786.65 + 28700.66) 

Amount due to be paid from "account" for SO9 

61487.31 

32432 .OO 

25815 





Public 0 
1 

91 1 Second Slreet, N.E. 
Washington. D.C. 20002 

202 675-4900 I Fax 674491 1 

September 10, 1992 

i 
41 

E 

A l l  charges relate to Primzry caspaign. 

Database management 
Key operator support 
Equipment rental 
49058 contributions processed - 5000 @ 2.50 

44058 @ 1.75 

Expenditure work for FEC compliance 
20.00 staff-hrs manager @ 26.00 
33.50 'I 'I . assistants @ 22.00 

1746 affidavits returned 6 integrated into submission for 

10000 thanku letters - @ new discounted rate of .26 
110 for $155,911.65 to be matched @ 2.00 

10000 'I envelopes addressed " I' I' -12  

$ 1000.00 
250.00 
375.00 

12500.00 
77101.50 

520.00 
869.00 

3492.00 
2600.00 
1200.00 

99907.50 





:4 
? r  . 

97 1 Second Street. N.E. 
Washington. D.C. 20002 

202 675-4900 I Fax 575-4911 

September 17. 1992 

.+ 
Q 
._ 

All charges relate to Primary campaign: 

Database management 
Key operator support 
Equipment rental 
31590 contributions processed - 5000 @ 2.50 

26590 @ 1.75 
1511 affidavits sene @ 2-00 
5 3 4 2 p  listings @ .14 
23803 thanku letters @ discounted rate .26 
23803 " envelopes typed " " .12 

$ 1000.00 
250.00 
375.00 

12500 .OO 
46532 .SO 
3022 .OQ 
717.88 
6188.78 
2856.36 
73672.52 

2 5 0 1 9  

. : . ... c k 
.. ~ 



91 1 Second Slrea?t. N.E. 
Washtngion, D.C. 20002 

202 675-4908 I Fax 675-491 1 

September 22, 1992 

Clinton for President Committee 
Mr. David Watkins 
123 West 3rd Street 
Little Rock, AR 72201 

Statement of reimbursible expenses - August 2 thru September 3, 1992 

- .  

..................................................................... 

(All of the charges herein relate to the Primany campaign) 

Postage 
2643 affidavits mailed with stamped return @ 2 x .29 1532.94 

Federal Express charges per attached: 
07/29 Little Rock 9.00 
07/28 h'ashville 14-00 
08/04 Little Rock 60.75 
08/07 Cleveland 23.00 

08/11 Bismarck, hTl 13.00 
08/12 Little Rock 45.25 
08/13 Kennebunk, HE 20.00 
08/13 Little Rock 43.75 

34.25 
67.50 

08 /  13 " 

08 /  14 
08/20 Jackson. HS 9.00 
08/21 Little Rock 31.25 
08 /  27 Chicago 27.25 
Ollt28 Little Rock 90.00 

93.75 
90.00 

08/ 20 " 

35.25 -'I 081 29 " 

08/10 Brookline, MA 18.00 

1, 

I t  ,* 

I, 

I, 

I, 
. 08/28 

Messenger deliveries per attached 

Supplies: 
160 3" binders for FEC submissions @ 4.70 
28 packets index dividers C 7.34 

.'.I. i '. . . _. Long distance charges per attached: 
(No charges for calls to AR) 
Sales tax . 

25020 - 

725.00 

73.50 

752.00 
205.52 

86.56 

10.99 

3386.51 



P e 

91 t §econd Street. N E 
Washingcon. D C 20002 

202 675-4900 I Fax 675-491 1 

September 24, 1992 

Funds left unused in "account" as of 09/01/92 after 
SO9 billed 

Re: S 1 0 :  
FEC assigned grade of 98.8 

68212 contributions processed during month @ 1.00 
2643 affidavits sent @ .50 

k o u n t  accrued to Clinton Cornittee for S I 0  grade over 98.0 - 
2,825,181.16 x 0.8% 

Total now in "account" for incentive pay 
(29055.31 + 22601.(14) 

Amount due to >e paid fro= "account" for 510 

$ 29055.31 

68212.00 
1321 .SO 

69533.50 

22601.45 

51656.76 

69533s58 
51656.76 

- .. 



91 1 Secund Slreet. N E 
Washing~on. D.C. 20002 

October 4 .  1992 
202 675-499O ( ' F ~ v  675-AC3 1 

Fhpenditure ~*ork for FEC compliance: 
40.00 staffhrs manager Q 26.00 
48.00 " " assistiints C 22.00 

1040.00 
1056.00 

670 affidavitsreturned and integrated into system 
@ 2.00 1340.00 

44498 thanka letters 3 new discounted rate of -26 1 1569.48 
'I .12 5339.96 44498 envelopes typed @ " 

Carried forvard from prior periods (see attacked) : 
10020 contributions processed @ 1.75 

I, I 1  

17535.00 

49596.24 
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L 

! 
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91 1 Second Street. N.E. 
Washington, D.C. 20002 

\ 

202 675-6900 I Fax 675-491 1 

October 15, 1992 

, 
Clinton for President Comnsittee 
nr. David Vaatkins 

Postage 
1511 affidavits mailed Kith stainped return @ 2 % .29 876.38 

Federal Express charges per attached: 
32.75 

.- 
/-, 08/31 Little Rock 
L 09/03 " 

03 " 

03 " 

09 " 

09 I' 

09 " 

12 " 

12 " 

09 " 

12 " 

14 IP 

14 
14 " 

11 " 

11 I8  

11 
15 " 

15 " 

. 15 " 

16 Encino. ck 
16 Little Rock 
16 'I 

17 " 

17 'I 

16 " 

23 " 

24 'I 

29 'I 

29 I* 

I1 

11 

S I  

I f  

,I 

*I 

II 

.I 

55.25 
9.00 
40.75 
50.25 
5s. 25 
59.75 
36. GO 
62.75 
15.00 
24. 5Q 
55.25 
60.75 
94.65 
06.25 
80.00 
86.25 
72.75 
77.7s 
13.00 
13.08 
76.75 
72.75 
9 .oo 
21.75 
13.QO 
59.75 
27.25 
88.25 
48.25:. 

. 

25023  

.'lb9h :. 
- continued ' r -  



Addit$onal F'EDEX charges per attached: 
08/31 Little Roek 80.00 

li 81.25 
82.50 11 

31 " 

31 " 

243.75 

SYbuLpSII inv 92-11894918 per attached 
(signature font fer laser printing of thanku's) 370.08 

Total due 2993.78 

I 

i .  

25024 



91 1 Second Street. N.E.  
Washington. D.C. 20002 

202 675-4500 I Fax 675-591 1 

October 16, 1992 

411 charges relate to Primary campaign: 

Database Eanafement $ 
Key c~erztcr sup?crt 
Equipment rental 
10091 "suspense" contributions - additional pracessing 
1832 "suspense'8 contributions - full processing @ 1.50 total 
319 affidavits sent @ 2.00 
361 affidavits returned d integrated into system @ 2.00 
30287 thanku letters @ new discounted rate of .26 

.I2 30287 '' enveloDes " 

for FEC compliance @ .50 

11 I, 11 

1000.00 
250.00 
375.00 

290p reports @ .14 

5045.50 
2748.00 
638.00 
722.00 
7874.62 
3634.44 
40.60 

22328.16 

25025 



Ikce cor 
911 Second Slrael. N.E. 
Washwglon. D.C 20002 

202 675-4900 I Fax 675-491 1 

October 21. 1992 

September IO thru 17:  

Schuh Advertising p r o j e c t :  

Process ing  - 7 magtapes per specs  @ 63.00 

7 9 track magtapes @ 20.00 
27005 records @ .OO? 

G ;::1.00 

140.00 

770.03 

189.03 

_. t 



91 1 Second Street. N.E. 
Washmgton. D .c . 20002 

202 675-4900 I FJX 675-491 1 

loveratier 6, 1992 

All charges relate to Primary campaign: 

Database management $ 1000.00 
Key operator support 250.00 
Equipment rental 375.00 
2305 "su~pense" contributions processing @ 1 .SO 3457.50 
451 affidavits sent @ 2.00 902.00 

580.00 
35070 thanku letters @ n w  discounted rate of .26 9118.20 
35070 " envelopes " I' " .12 1208.60 
175p reports @ -14 26.50 

290 affidavits returned L integrated into system @ 2-00 
I1  

19915.60 



911 Second Street. N.E. 
Washington, D.C. 20002 

202 675-4900 I Fax 675-491 1 

November 11, 1992 

Clinton for 'President Cornittee 
Mr. David Watkins 
123 Vest 3rd Street 
Little Rock, AR 72201 

Statement of reimbursible expenses - October 1 thru October 31, 1991 
All of the expenses herein relate to Primary campaign. 

Postage 
770 affidavits sent vith stamped envelope return @ 2 x .29 

Federal Express charges per attached: 
09/28 Little Rock 48.25 

.......................................................................... 

............................................................................ 

446.60 

30 
30 

lOJ01 
01 
01 
02 
06 
06 
06 
07 

10 
13 
13 
13 
14 
14 
14 
14 
14 
16 
15 
16 
16 
16 

* .  . _. 16 
16 

oa 

2502s ;; 
17 
17 - 

60.75 
55.25 
59.75 
53.50 
53.50 
39.75 
64.75 
65.75 
47.50 
21.75 
20.00 
30.00 
65.75 
56.25 
40.75 
49.75 
27.25 
52.00 
69.75 
72.75 
56.25 
51 -00 
52.00 
88 * 25 
51 .OO 
48.25 
08-25 
56-25 
52.00 
52.80 
49.7s 

- continued 



.&. . .  
I,, 

Federal Express charges continued 
10/15 L i t t l e  Rock 64.75 

I* 

II 

I. 

11 

,I 

8, 

11 

I, 

11 

I# 

I 1  

I, 

*I 

1, 

I t  

, I  

I, 

I1 

I 1  

15 
15 
15 
15 
19 
19 
19 
19 
19 

.: 20 
20 
21  
2 1  
22 
20 
21 
22 
22 
26 

65.75 
52.00 
48.25 
44.75 
52.75 
65.75 
72.75 
52.00 
52 .OO 
51.ov 
51 .OO 
76.75 
51.00 
52.75 
88.25 
34.25 
85.75 
56.25 
29.25 

I. 

,I 

I, 

I, 

0. 

I t  

11 

I, 

II 

11 

(I 

.I 

II 

,I 

,I 

I, 

I, 

II 

,I 

Total due 

-A?Q2LE 

3250.35 
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911 Second Street, N.E. 
Washington. D C.  20002 

202 675-4900 I Fax 675-491 1 

November 17, 1992 

Key operator support 
Equipaent rental 
5242 "suspense" contributions processed @ 1.50 
225 affidavits sent @ 2.00 
403 affidavits returned 6 integrated into systern @ 2.00 

Address updates of return mail: 
22.00 staff/hrs @ 22.00 

Harking system for $ transfers out of Primary: 
38.00 staffihrs B 22.00 

Maintenance of Batch database: 
12.00 stafflhrs @ 22.00 

17575 selfed labels (employment I.D. project) @ .07 
@ .14 1/48? listings 

Special quantity additional discount on labels (20%) 
0 1  I, 

Expenditure work for FEC compliance (10/20 report for 
month of DCT - inadvertently left off last invoice): 
28.00 stafflhrs manager @ 26.00 
49.Q0 " I t  assistants @ 22.00 - 

250.00 
375.00 
7863.00 
450.00 
806.00 

484 .OO 

836.00 

264.00 

1230.25 
202.72 

(246 .OS) 

728.00 
1078.00 

15320.92 

25030 



91 1 Second Streel. N E 
Wesh1ng;on. D C 20002 

202 675-4900 I FJX 675-491 1 

December 8, 1992 

Clinton for President Committee 
Primary Election Accounts Payable 
Ur. David Vatkins 
123 West 3rd Street 
Little Rock, AR 72201 

Statemenr of Database 6. FEC Compliance Services - 11/17/92 thru 11/30/92 
__-___-__--_-------__--__--I-----------__--_----_---I---------------------- 

All charges herein  relate to Prirnary campaign follovup & cleanup work: 

Database management S 1ow).oo 
Equipment rental 375.00 
Key operator support 250.00 

293 "suspense" contributions processed @ 1.50 439.50 
217 affidavits returned 6 integrated into system @ 2.00 434.00 

Harking system for S transfers out of Primary: 
25.00 staff-hrs naaager e 26.00 
150.25 " " assistents @ 22.00 

Entry of occupational data coming in from special 

1.00 staff-hr6 manager @ 26.00 
65-50 " " assistants @ 22.00 

Reconciliation of data preparatory to production of 

55.00 staff-hrs manager @ 26.00 
206.00 " " assistants @ 22.00 

Expenditure work for FEC compliance (11/20 report) 
24.00 staff-hrs manager @ 26.00 
7.00 " " assistants @ 22-00 

General support Little Rock offfces: 
25.00 staff-hrs manager @ 26.00 
23.00 le " assistants @ 22.00 

request for same: 

FEC audit tape and FEC audit: 

650.00 
3305.50 

26.00 
1001 -00 

1430.00 
4532.00 

624.00 
154.00 

650.00 
506.00 

15377.00 

5032 



? 

91 1 Second Street. N.E. 
Washingion. D C. 20002 

December 16, 1992 
202 675-9900 I Fax 675-438 1 

Clinton for President Committee 
Primary Election Accounts Payable 
Xr. David Vatkins 
123 Vest 3rd Street 
tittle Rock, AB 72201 ............................................................................ 
Statement of Database 6 FEC Compliance Services - 12/01/92 thru 12/15/92 
All charges herein relate to Primary campaign f o l l m p  k cleanup work 

Database management s 1000.00 
Key operator support 250.00 
Equipment rental 375.00 
35 affidavits returned 5 integrated into system @ 2.00 70.00 

Harking system for S transfers out of Primary: 
1.50 staff-hrs manager @ 26.00 
15.75 " " assistants @ 22.00 

39.00 
346.50 

Entry of occupational data coming in from special request 

2.00 staff-hrs manager @ 26.00 52.00 
99.75 " " assistants B 22.00 2191.50 

Reconciliation of data 
32.00 staff-hrs mancger @ 26.00 
154.50 " " assistants @ 22.00 3399.00 

for same: 

reparatory to FEC audit: 
832.00 

Process reports as requested: 
1-00 staff-hrs manager @ 26.00 
81 .OO " " assistants @ 22-00 

26. OQ 
1782.00 

Database updates incl. suspend database i returned mail: 
2.00 6taff-hrs manager @ 26.00 52.00 
129.25 " '' assistants @ 22.00 .2863.50 

Auddt tapes for FEC: 
Revisioa of databases per FEC requirhmmts - 
24.00 staff-hrs ~ a m g e r  P 26.00 
Processing basic records 167,000 records 

624.00 

financial data 221.000 

NSF's, refunds, etc. 1,800 l' 

25832 offsets 270 'I 

..- 390,070 @ .oQ7 
' * ' ' ' Producelorn - I tapes @ 63.00 

2738.49 
252.00 

- - soatinued 



i 
F 

2401p reports @ - 1 4  

Total due 

336.14 

17204.13 



91 1 Second Slreel, N.E.  
Washmgton. D.C. 20002 

202 675-4900 I Fax 675-491 1 

December 21. 1992 

Post age 
225 a f f idav i t s  sent with stamped envelope return @ 2 x .29 

Federal Express charges per ettached: 
10128 Little Rock 20.50 

24.50 
20.00 

10/20 

57.75 
10/29 

29.50 
11/03 

15.00 
11/06 

l3.OQ 
11/09 

32.25 
Il/IO 

20.00 
11/13 

31.50 
11/19 

35.50 
12/20 

24.50 
11/23 

20.00 
11/24 
11/25 

I, I, 

II I 1  

11 I 1  

0 0 

I, I, 

*I I, 

*I I O  

I, I, 

I, 1, 

* t  I* 

( 1  I, 

I, 11 

----- 
tong distance calls per attached b o  charge for calls to 
Little Rock) 
Tax 

Supplies 
12 3” binders for reports to AR @ 4.70 
4 packs index tabs @ 7.34 

130.50 

347.00 

129.58 
16.46 

56.40 
29.36 

---I--- 

total due 709.30 
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91 1 Second Street. N E 
Washington. D.C. 20002 

202 6754900 I Fax 675-491 1 

December 21, 1992 

Reimbursement - 
Courier service - tapes to Veiland Services - Boulder, CO 
per attached - appeal for gel8c funds 08/21/92 210.00 

25035 



rq 
:i i 
1 %  

91 1 Second Street. N f 
Washington. D.C. 20002 

202 675-4900 I Fax 675-491 1 
~anuary 4, 1993 

Preparation of 12/21 FEC repart for 11/30/92: 
20.00 staff-hrs manager b 26.00 
28.00 " *' assistants @ 22.00 

520 - 00 
616.00 

mtry of occupational data coming in from m i a l  

41.00 staff-hrs assistants @ 22.00 

Reconciliation and baSaneing of data preparatory to 

request for same: 
902*00 

FEC audit: 
19-00 staff-hrs manager @ 2 6 . 0  494.00 
227.75 " ,, assistants 8 22.00 5010.50 

Process reports as requested: 
2.00 staff-hrs assistants @ 22.00 44.00 

Database updates including suspend items C returned mail: 
71.75 staff-hrs assistants 22.00 1578.50 

156p reports printed @ .14 21.84 

Total d w  10851.84 



if- 

91 1 Second Street. N E. 
Washqjlon. D.C. 20002 

202 675-4900 i Fax 675-491 1 

January 22, 1993 

tmmwaw 
For: Barbara Yams 

Re;  B i l l i n g  

hk are enclosing our b i l l  for the first half of January. 

A l s o  enclosed is a copy of our b i l l  for the l a s t  half of Novennber. 
This invoice bxs skipped Qwr - possibly because the amount is very 
close to the bill for -half of November as follows: 

11/01 thru 11/15/92 15,320.92 paid 
11/17 thru 11/30/92 158377.00 not paid 

If there is any other hay you would like us to handle ax bills,  
please let me how. 

It was nice seeing you yesterday. 

C a l l  on me if I can be helpful. 

.&/ 
W i l l i a m  8. Anderson 
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9 11 Second Sireel. N E 
Washington. D.C. 20002 

202 675-4900 I Fax 675.491 1 
January 22, 1993 

Reconciliation & balancing of expenditure b 
receipt data in preparation for FM: audit: 
188.67 staff/hrs managers @ 26.00 4905.42 
241.00 I' 'I assistants @ 22.00 5302.00 

Process reprts as requested: 
5.00 staff/hrs managers 0 26.00 
16+50 *' assistants @ 22.00 

130.00 
363.00 

Database updates including suspend items 6 
returned mail: 
6.00 staff/hrs managers @ 26.00 1!%.00 
65.25 " " assistants C 22.00 1435.50 

2700 pages reprts printed @ .14 378. Qo 

15142.92 

A l l  of the above sharges relate to the Primary campaign cleanup 
and follmp work. 
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- 
91 1 Second Street. N E 
Washington. D C. 20002 

202 675-2900 I Fax 675-491 1 

February 3, 1993 

Database management 
Key operator suppxt 
Equipment rental 

$1000.00 
250.00 
375.00 

97 affidavits returned & integrated @ 2.00 

Entry of occupational data coming in from special 

7-50 staffhs assistants @ 22.00 

Reconciliation b balancing of expenditure b 
receipt data in preparation for F€C audit: 

101.50 staff/hrs managers @ 26.00 2639.00 
150.25 'I 'I assistants @ 22.00 3305.50 

Database updates including suspend items, refunds, 

194 - 00 

request for same: 
165.00 

offsets, returned mail: ~ 

- 

8.00 staff/hrs managers @ 26.00 
77.50 M I' assistants @ 22.00 

Merging Suspend database with Maindata: 
17.00 staffms managers @ 26.00 
70.50 'I *I assistants @ 22.00 

Produce tapes for FEC a5 directed: 
3-00 staffhs managers @ 26.00 

83Op reports printed Q .14 

44 3-ring binders far abtJve @ 4.70 
r14089p of FM: !%hnissions copied for AR @ .035 

*this is all except SO6 which is being prepared 

208.00 
1705.00 

442.00 
1551 .OO 

78.00 

116.20 
493.11 
206& 

12728.61 



1922~ listings L reports printed @ .14 
4 4 1 1 ~  F E  sulmissions (affidavits SO61 

9 3" binders Q 4.70 
1 1 "  " g1.30 

copied for AR @ .035 

269.08 

154.38 
42.30 
1.30 

13611 -56 

E 

t 
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91 1 Second Street. N E 
Washtngron. D.C. 20002 

202 675-4900 1 Fax 675-491 1 

February 17, 1993 

mA- 

Clintm/Gore Post Election Camittee 

Date of inv. _. For Amount 

12/09/92 Svcs. 11/17 thru 11/30/92 153n.00 
12/21/92 w. 11/01 thl’lJ 13/30/92 709.30 
01/22/93 S c s .  01/01 thru 01/35/93 15142 -92 
02/03/93 Svcs. 01/16 thru 01/31/93 12728 -61 
02/17/93 SVCS. 02/01 thru 02/15/93 1361 1 a 56 

total due 57569.39 

E 



91 1 Second Street. N E 
Washington. D C. 20002 

202 675-4900 I Fax 675-491 1 

February 17, 1993 

Database management 
Key operator support 
Equipnt rental 

flo00.00 
250.00 
375.00 

21 affidavits returned & integrated @ 2.00 42.00 

mtry of occupational data: 
23.00 staff/hrs assistants @ 22.00 506.00 

Reconciliation 6 balancing in preparation 

98.50 staffhrs managers @ 26.00 
of audit: 

2561.00 
103.00 " 'I assistants @ 22.00 2266.00 

Database updates including suspend items, refunds, 

15.50 staff/hrs managers @ 26.00 403.00 
42.50 " 'I assistants @ 22.00 935.00 

offsets, returned mail: 

Merging SUSPEND with MAIhBATA: 
2-00 staff/hrs assistants @ 22.00 44.00 

Call up records, remove code, replace with 

20.00 staff/hrs magexs @ 26.00 520.00 
122.00 'I ' I  assistants @ 22.00 2684 e 00 

Prepare affidavit copies and other records 

11.50 staffms managers Q 26.00 299.00 
38.50 assistants Q 22.00 847.00 

GELAC code: 

for Little Rock & attorneys: 

Prepare new FEC reports: 
18.75 staffhs managers @ 26.00 412.50 

- continued 

250411' 
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91 1 Second Street. N E. 
Washingon. D C. 20002 

202 675-4900 / Fax 675-491 1 

February 25, 1993 

Clinton/Gore Post Election Committee 
Hs. Barbara Pates 
124 Vest Capitol Avenue 
Little Rock, AR 72201 

Statement of reimbursible expenses - December 1, 1992 thru January 31, 1993 

All of the expenses herein relate t o  Primary campaign. 

Postage: 

Suite 1150 

-----------------------------------------------------------.------------------ 
---____-------------__________o___p_____-------------------------------------- 

138 affidavits sent with stamped envelope return @ 2 x 

Federal Express charges per attached: 
11/25 Little Rock 20.00 

.29 80.04 

I1 

I, 

11 

11 

I* 

I1 

I, 

12/02 I' 

12/07 
S2/08 
12/08 I' 

12/99 
12/11 " 

12/14 " 
I1 

I1 
12/14 I' 

12/14 
I 1  

I, 

1, 

I. 

12/15 Io 

12/16 *' 
12/17 
12/21 " 

12/23 Boston 
01/04 Little Rock 
01/06 
01/07 I' 

01 /09 " 

01/14 'I 

01/15 " 

01/18 '' 
01/21 
01/22 I' 

01/23 
01/25 'I 

01/26 I' 

01/28 ** 

11 

e1 

I 1  

I, 

1. 

11 

II 

11 

I. 

I1 

I1 

II 

20.00 
27.25 
20.00 
63.75 
30.00 
13.00 
27.25 
9.00 

- 9.00 
13.00 
20.00 
13.00 
43.75 

9.00 
20.00 
47-50 
27.25 
21.75 
62.50 
20.00 
13.00 
13.00 
56.25 
13.00 
26.75 
30.00 
48-25 

- contiaucd 

F 



t 

I';i 

E 

0 1 / 2 8  Litt le  Rock 
0 1 / 2 8  
0 1 / 2 9  I' 

0 1 / 2 9  I' 

01/29 " 

0 1 / 2 9  " 

0 1 / 2 9  I' 

0 1 / 2 9  'I 

0 1 / 2 9  

11 

I. 

I, 

.I 

.I 

II 

3 1  

18 

40.75 
42.25 
37 * 75 
25.75 
43.75 
28.25 
49.75 
42.25 
42.25 

TOTAL 

1090.00 

11 70.01 
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91 1 Second Slreel. N E 
wasb.ngion. D.C. 20002 

202 675-4900 I Fax 675-C911 

?larch 3. 1993 

Clinton/Gore Post Election &omittee 
3s. Barbara Yates 
124 Mest. Capitol Avenue 
Little Rock. AR 72201 

Statement of Database 6 FEC Compliance Services - 02 /16  thru 0 2 / 2 8 / 9 3  

All of these charges relate t o  the Primary caripaign cleanup 6 follelvp. 

Suite 1150 

..................................................................... 

..................................................................... 

Database managenent 
Key operator support 
Equipment rental 

s 1000.00 

375.00 
250. ao 

8 affidavits returned d integrated Ca 2.00 16.00 

Reconciliation B balancing in preparation 

37.00 stafflbrs managers @ 26.00 962.00 
58.00 " '' assistants @ 22.00 1276.00 

of audit: 

Database updates including suspend items, 
refunds, offsets. returned mail: 

29.00 staff-krs managers 9 26.00 754.00 
31.75 " " assistants @ 22.00 698.50 

Fterging SUSPESD with >MXXDA?A: 
5 - 0 0  stafflhrs managers @ 26.00 130.00 

Call up records, reaove code. replace with 

36.00 staff/hrs managers @ 26.00 936.00 
45.25 " " assistants @ 22.00 995.50 

Prepare affidavit copies and other records 

GELAC code: 

for Little Rock 6 attorneys: 
19.00 stafflhrs managers @ 26.00 494.00 
19.50 " " assistants @ 22.00 429.00 

Prepare new FEC reports: 
22.00 stafflhrs managers @ 26.00 572.00 



Hark Primary database. verify by check itens 
with list code identifiers each group of 
contributions transferred to GELAC. Lists 
were proofed and double-checked and are 
being reconciled: 
10.50 stafflhrs manzpers @ 26.00 
186.75 " " assistants 8 22.00 

Redo of draft audit tape: 
15424 recorda processed @ .007 
1 magtape 

615p reports printed .14 

273.00 
4108.50 

63.00 
107.97 
25.00 

86.10 

Carried forward from December h January: 
Preparation of progrzas to - 
- dress data for FfC mdit contributor tapes - block records by 10 ?er FEC request - dress data for FEC EXPEXD tape - identify h apply xique venZor nos. to IXPEXD 

- modify cost-centers t o  allow greater flexibility 

- dress data to allow fEC reports t o  go back in time 
36.75 programmer-consultant-hrs @ 50.00 1837.50 

15389.07 

records 

in applying fundraising drductions 



J 
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91 1 Second Sree!. N E 
Wast4mgion, D C. 20002 

902 675-4900 I Fax 675-491 1 

Plarch 18, 1993 

Database management 
Key operator support 
Equipment rental 

s 1000.00 
250.00 
375.00 

7 affidavits returned 6 integrated @ 2.00 14.00 

Reconciliation. balancing, updates in 

82.00 stafflhrs managers @ 26.00 2132.00 
123.50 " " assistants @ 22.00 2717.00 

prepartion of audit: 

GELAC transfers proofing: 
2.00 stafflhrs managers @ 26.00 
100.50 " " assistants @ 22.00 

Updates, occupation/eziployer data: 
7.00 staffihrs assistants @ 22.00 

52.00 
2211.00 

154.00 

2163p reports printed f o r  Comittee @ -14 302.82 

9207.82 



!!ice COP 

91 1 Second Sireel. N E. 
Washngion. D C tn3002 

202 675-4900 I Fax 675-491 1 

%arch 23. 1993 

STATEHEXT 

ClintonIGore Post Election Comittce 

h u n t  -- 
709.30 

Dare o f  INV. For 
12/21/92 Reimbursement for u p .  XOV 92 
02/03/93 Svcs. 01/16 thru 01/31/93 12728.61 
02/25/93 Reimbursement for expenses 

12/01/92 rhru 01/31/93 1170.04 
03/03/93 Svcs. 02/16 thru 02/28/93 15309.07 
031 18/ 93 Svcs. 03/01 thru 03/15/93 9207.02 

TOTAL DUE 39204.84 



c 

- -  
91 1 Second Simer. N E. 
Washangion. D.C. 20002 

202 675-4900 I Fax 675-491 1 

April 2. 1993 

A l l  of these charges relate to Primary campai&n cleanup L follmp. 

Database management 
Key operator support 
Equipment rental 

s 1000.00 
250.00 
375.00 

8 affidavits returned 6, integrated into system C 2.00 

Reconciliation, balancing, updates in preparation 

56.50 s taf f /hrs  managers t! 26.00 1469.00 
209.50 ‘I ” assistants @ 22.00 4609.00 

16.00 

of audit: 

GELAC transfers procfing: 
13.00 staff/hrs macggers 2 26.00 
61.00 ” I‘ assistants Ca 22.00 

338.00 
1362.00 

4303p reports primed @ . I 4  602.62 

Process and produce 6 tapes €or FEC @ 63.00 252.00 
81 contributor master 180,930 records @ .007 1266.51 
22 contributor detril 239.755 records @ -007 1678.28 
8;3 offset master 65 records @ -007 4.55 
#4 offset and other detail 2302 records @ .007 16.11 

1321 8.87 

3 
I 



91 1 Second Street, N E 
Washtngt~, D.C 20002 

202 675-4900 I Fax 675-491 1 

Apri l  16, 1993 

For: Richard W i l l i a m s  

Re: Balancing of POC ~QWOICC t o t a l s  aga ins t  ttee disbburse~wnts 

When we run a t o t a l  of a l l  invoices  t h r u  - 
reimbursible expenses t h r u  lO/0l - 10/31/92 period 
se rv ices  th ru  02/01 t h ru  02/15/93 period 

Ue get .................... .$ 1052402.71 

Your f i g u r e  of payments... 1039674.27 

The d i f fe rence  ............ 12728.47 represents  our invoice 
dated 02/03/93 for services 
01/16 t h r u  01/31/93 whleh 
has not been paid (but 
probably included i n  t h e  
check which is coming). 

12728.61 is t h e  amount of t h a t  inwoice 

Thus, we compute a balance v i t h i n  OtXl.11. 

Please advise of anything f u r t h e r  needed. 

Best regards,  

. 
+ .  - 



.. 

91 1 Second S7reet. N E 
Washlngron, D C 20002 

202 675-4900 I Fax 675-491 1 

April 16, 1993 

Clinton/Gore Post Election Cornittee 
11s. Barbara Yates 
124 k'est Capitol Avenue 
Little Rock, AR 72201 

Ste 1150 

Statement of Database 6 FEC Compliance Services - 04/01 thru 04/15/93 
All of these charges relate to Primary canpnign followup. 
........................................................................... 

Database management 
Key operator support 
Equipment rental 

4 affidavits returned 6 integrated 
into sy5res $ 2.00 

Reconciliation, balancing, updates in 

70.00 stafffhrs managers @ 26.00 
91.75 " " assistants @ 22.00 

preparation of audit: 

GELAC transfers proofing: 
22.00 staff/hrs managers @ 26.00 
47 .OO " " assistants @ 22.00 

04/06 tape processing (for AR hdq) 
177251 records @ 6.90/1000 
Conversion to 7 diskettes 

705p listingslreports printed @ -14 

s 1000.00 
250.00 
375.00 

8.00 

1820.00 
2018.50 

572.00 
1034.00 

63.00 
1063.06 
500.00 

98.70 
8802.26 

25051 



:.- .~ 

~. .... 
.. . 
... .. 

a 

91 1 Second Sireel. N E. 
Washlngron. D C 20002 

202 675-4900 I Fax 675-491 1 

April 17. 1993 

Supplies 135.67 

1191.02 



n 
911 Second Street. N.E. 
Wcshqron. D.C. ZOO02 

202 675-4900 I Fax 675-491 1 

Yay 3, 1993 

Clinton/Gorc Post Election Camittee 
Ms. Barbara Yates 
12G West Capitol Avenue 
Little Rock, AR 72201 

Statement of Database L FEC Co=pliance Services - 04/16  thru 04 /30 /93  

Ste 1150 

............................................................................. 

All of these charges relate to Primary campaign follovup. 

Database management 
Key operator support 
Equipment rental 

~1oO0.00 
250.00 
375.00 

5 affidavits returned 6 integrated inzo system 
@ 2.00 10.00 

Reconciliation. balancing. updates in preparation 

99.50 stafffhrs managers @ 26.00 2587.00 
181.50 " " assistants B 22.00 4059.00 

of FEC audit: 

ll5Op reports printed i? . 14  161 .OO 

8412.00 



91 1 second strw. N E 
Washingion. D.C. 20002 

202 675-4900 I Fax 675-491 1 

#By 5 .  1993 

STATDENT 

ClintoaIGore Post &leetion Cammfttee 

Date of INV. tor 

03/18/93 Services 03/01 thru 03/15/93 
04/02/93 Services 03/16 thru 03/31/93 
04f 16/93 Services OGlOl thru 04/15/93 
04f 17/93 Reiabursible expenses 

05f93f  93 

- 

02/01 thru 03/31/93 
Services 04/16 thru 01/30/93 

Balance due 

Almmt 

9207.82 
132 18. 87 
8802.26 

1191.02 
8442.010 

408b1.97 



' C  lie 
91 1 Second Street. N.E. 
Washington. D.C. 20002 

202 675-4900 I Fax 675-491 1 



Y 

91 1 Second Sireer. N . E .  
Washngion, D.C. 20002 

202 675-4900 I Fax 675-491 1 

Nay I?,  1993 

Clinton/Gore Post Election committee 
Ms. Barbara Yares 
124 West Capitol Avenue 
Little Rock, AR 72201 

Statement of Database & FEC conpliance services - 05/01 thru 05/15/93 

Suite 1150 

......................................................................... 
_---_--_--------___-----------------------------------------------------.- 

All of these charges relate to Primary campaign follovup. 

Database management 
Key operator support 
Equipment rental 

262 affidavirs sent @ 2.00 
27 affidavits returned h integrated into 

system @ 2.00 

Reconciliation, balancing, updates in 

50.75 stafflhrs managers @ 28.00 
125.00 " " assistants @ 24.00 

k'orkup of FEC resubmissions: 
48.50 staff/hrs managers @ 28.00 
32.25 " " assistants @ 24.00 

2976p affidavits duplicated for Arkansas 

956p reports printed @ .14 

prepartion FEC audit: 

@ .05 

1000.00 
250.00 
375.00 

524.00 

54.00 

1421 .OO 
3OOQ.00 

1358.00 
774.00 

148.80 
133.84 

9038.64 

i 
25051; 



c 

91 1 Second Street, N.E.  
Washingion, D.C. 20002 

202 675-4900 / Fax 675-491 1 

June 1, 1993 

ClintoniGore Post Election Comittee 
41s. Barbara Yates 
124 Vest Capitol Street Ste 1150 
Little Rock, AR 72201 

A l l  expenses relate to Primary campaign. 

FEDEX shipping charges 559.50 _-- 
Nessenger deliveries 155. lo 

Supplies 357.84 

1072.44 

25057 

! .  . 

F 



911 Second Street. N.E. 
VVashington, D.C. 20002 

202 675-4900 / Fax 675-491 1 

June 3, 1993 

A l l  charges relate to Primary campaign followup. 

Darabase management 
Key operator support 
Equipment rental 

250.00 . 
1000.00 

375.00 I 
182 affidavits returEe2 ;rid intP$rat.scl into 

system @ 2.00 364.00 

Reconciliation, balancing, updates. preparation 
of resubmissions complete thru 03/31/93 per 
Committee guidelines: 

176.25 stafffhrs managers @ 28.00 4935.00 
212.25 " " assistants @ 26.00 5sia.50 

11368~ reports printed 3 0 . 1 4  1594.32 

14036.82 

25058 - 



.? 

* c  
.. 

- 
91 1 Second Street. N . E .  
Washington, D.C. 20002 

202 675-4900 I fax 675-491 1 

\. 

June 4. 1993 

STATPiENT 

Clinton/Gore Post Election Committee 
Ws. Barbara Yates . 
Date of I W  For -- 
031ia193 
04/02/93 
04/16/93 
04/17/93 

05/03/93 
051 1 7/93 
06/01/93 

06/03/93 

Services 03/01 thru 03/15/93 
Services 03/16 thru 03/31/93 
Services 04/01 thru 04/15/93 
Reimbursible expenses 
02/01 thru 03/31/93 
Services 04/16 thru 04130193 
Services 05/01 thru 05/15/93 
aeimbursible expenses 
04/01 thru 05/31/93 
Services 05/16 thru 05/31/93 

Total due 

Amount 

9207.82 
13218.87 
8802.26 

1191.02 
8442.00 
9038.64 

1072.h4 
14036.82 

65009.87 

25059 



91 1 Second Street. N.E. 
Washingion, D.C. 20002 

202 675-4900 I Fax 675-491 1 

June 25, 1993 

Clinton/Gore Post Election Committee 
Ms. Barbara Yaees 
124 West Capitol Avenue Ste 1150 . 
Little Rock, AR 72201 

Statement of database 6 FEC compliance services - 06/01 thru 06/15/93 ............................................................................. 

All chages relate to Primary czz7aign followup. 

Database management 
Key operator support 
Equipment rental 

Reconciliation, balancing, updates: 
20.50 staffihrs managers @ 28.00 

23 affidavits returned h integrated into srstem 
@ 2.00 

1000.00 
250.00 
375.00 

560.00 

46.00 
2231 .OO 

2 5 0 6 0  _ .  
I '. 



6 
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- 
91 1 Second Street. N E. 
Wsihtnglon. D C 20002 

202 675-4900 I Fax 675-491 1 

August 3, 1993 

A 1 1  charges relate to Prinary campaign folloiiwp. 

Database manigement; daily backup; off site security 
Key operator support 
Equipment rental 

Cpdates, reconciliation o f  data, process reports: 
8.50 stafflhrs managers @ 28.00 

155p reports printed @ .14 

1000.00 
250.00 
375.00 

238.00 

21.70 

1884.70 

i 



, --. 91 1 Second Slreet. N E. 
VJsck;r.gcn. D.C. 2GOO2 

202 6 7 5 4 0 0  I Fax 675-491 1 

August 13, 1993 

A l l  charges relate t o  P r i m r y  czzpaign followup. 

Database management; da i ly  backup; o f f - s i t e  s e c u r i t y  1000.00 
Key opera tor  support 250.00 
Equippent r e n t a l  375.00 

Enter o f f s e t s ,  F r o h c e  o f f s e t s  repor t7  produce refunds list, provide 
n i sce l l azeous  in fomas ion  requested, p repr re  and produce 42-93 FEC 
r e p o r t s ,  assenble ,  l a b e l ,  box, zove t o  s torage  check copy notebooks, 
a f f i d a v i t  notebooks, e i d  miscelleneous campaign 6 complience records: 

77.5 s t a f f / h r s  managers @ 28.00 
26.0 " " mailroom c le rks  @ 12.50 

2170.00 
325.00 

4 1 X  .OO 



\ 

91 1 Second Street. N.E.  
Washington, D.C. 20002 

202 675-4900 I Fax 675-491 1 

August 27, 1993 

Clinton/Gore Post Election Committee 
Ms. Barbara Yates 
124 West Capitol Avenue 
Little Rock, AR 72201 

Statement of database d FEC compliance services - 07/16 thru 07/31/93 

Ste 1150 

........................................................................... 

All charges relate to Primary campaign followup. 

Database managenent; daily backup; off-site security 
Key operator support 
Equipment rental 

Produce Refund report; produce XYZ list; produce list of 
over $1000. contributors; produce list of CA events to 
determine amounts raised: 

6.5 staff/hrs managers @ 28.00 

Archive work - assemble check copies, affidavits and other 
records in order, box, label and transport to storage 
15.00 stisfflhrs managers @ 28.00 
36.00 " " clerical @ 16.00 

1000.00 
250.00 
375.00 

182.00 

420.00 
576.00 

2803.00 

25063  



n 
91 1 Second Street. N.E. 
Washingion. D.C. 20002 

202 675-4900 I fax 675-491 1 

September 7, 1993 

All charges relate to Primary campaign followp. 

Database management; daily backup; off-site security 
Key operator support 
Equipment rental 

Process SFSPEND list 6 send to Little Rock: 
3.00 stafffhrs managers @ 28.00 

1000.00 
250.00 
n/c 

84 .OO 

1334.00 

25064 - 



91 1 Second Street. N.E. 
Washington, D.C. 20002 

202 675-4900 I Fax 675-491 1 

September 14 ,  1993 

Clinton/Gore Past Election Committee 
Us. Barbara Yates 
124 West Capitol Avenue 
Little Rock, rbR 72201 

Statement of database & FEC compliance services - 08/16 thru 08/31/93 
See 1150 

.......................................................................... 

All charges relate to Primary cenpaign followup. 

Database mana&ement; daily backup; off-site security 
Key operator support 
Equipment rental 

Reconcile Suspend contributions wieh Batch database; 
process for Maindata reconciliation; reconcile Main 
and Batch databases 
25.00 staff/hrs managers @ 28.00 

ioao. oo 
2sa.00 
n/c 

700.00 

1950.50 

25065 

F 



n 
911 Second Street. N.E. 
Washingron. D.C. 20002 

202 675-4900 I Fax 675-491 1 

September 15. 1993 

Clinton/Gore Post Election Cornittee 
Us. Barbara Yates 
124 West Capitol Street Ste 1150 
Little Rock, .Ut 72201 

Statement of reimbursible expenses - 06/01 thru 07/31/93 ............................................................................ 

All expenses relate t o  Primary campaign followup. 

Postage for affidavits 6 stamped return sent 
first half ?MY - 262 x 2 x 29 

Fedex charges 

Messenger deliveries 

304 3"binders for archive copies @ 
287 4"bbnders " 

4.70 
' 8  e 5.98 1 ,  

85 packets index dividers @ 7 .34  

07/22 Storeroom €or archive records balance of July 
plus rent for August plus deposit of $25.00 

07/22/23 truck charge nove archive records to storeroom 

151.96 

99.25 

$1 * 00 

1428.80 
1716.26 
623.90 

250.33 

100.00 

4451.50 

25066 



c- 

91 1 Second Street. N E .  
Washington. D.C. 20002 

202 675-4900 i Fax 675-491 1 

October 7. 1993 

A l l  charges r e l a t e  t o  Primary cazpaign followup: 

Database management, d a i l y  backup, o f f - s i t e  s e c u r i t y  
Key opera tor  support 

1000.00 
250.00 

Process refund list. process o f f s e t s ,  look up refunds,  
process Suspend f i l e  6 refund l ist  
9.00 s t a f f / h r s  manager @ 28.00 252.00 

196p lists pr in ted  @ . 14  27.64 

09/14 Suspense tape,  bas i c  processing 
18,186 records @ "007 
1 magtape 

63.00 
127.30 
20.00 

1739.74 

. .  

5 0 6 7  

F 



91 7 Second Street. N.E. 
Vdashington. D.C. 20002 

202 675-4900 I Fax 675-491 1 

October 8, 1993 

** .- 
ria 
E 

Date of Inv. - For Amount 

oa/o3/93 Svcs. 06/16 thru 06/30/93 1884.70 
08/13/93 Svcs. 07/01 thru 07/15/93 4120.00 
08/27/93 Svcs.. 07/16 thru 07/31/93 2803.00 
09/07/93 Svcs. 08/01 thru 08/15/93 1334 .OO 
09/14/93 Svcs. 08/16 thru 08/31/93 1950.00 
09/15/93 Reimbursement/ expenses 

06/Q1 thru 03/31/93 4451 .SO 
10/07/93 Svcs. 09/01 thru 09/15/93 1739.76 

18282.94 
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91 1 Second Street. N.E. 
Vdashington. D.C. 20002 

202 675-4900 I Fax 675-491 1 

October 15, 1993 

A l l  charges relate to Primary campaign followup: 

Database management, daily backup, off-site security 
Key operator support 

09/20 2.50 stafflhrs - process various offset lists 
09/29 1.50 " " - process expenditure lists 
35p lists printed @ .14 

28.OQ 
I, 

1000.00 
250.00 

70.00 

42.00 

4.90 

1366.90 

25069 



91 1 Second Street. N.E. 
Washinglon. D.C. 20002 

202 675-4900 I Fax 675-491 1 

November 12. 1993 

All charges relate to Primary campaign followup: 

Database management, daily backup, off-site security copy 1000.00 
Key operator support 250.00 
Equipment rental nlc 

10/15 FEC quarterly report work: 
19.00 stafflhrs managers @ 26.00 

Carried forward from September: 
09/02 495p refund list @ . I 4  
09/17 P2p expenditure lists @ .I4 
09/20 lp offset list Q .I4 

532.00 

69.30 
4.48 
.14 

1855.92 

. 25970 . .  
. .  
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91 1 Second Street. N.E. 
Washington. D.C. 20002 

202 675-4900 I Fax 675-491 1 

November 30. 1993 

ClintonfGore Post Election Committee 
Hs. Barbara Yates 
124 Vest Capitol Avenue 
Little Rock, AR 72201 

Statement of database b PEC compliance services - 10/1Q thru 10/31/93 
Ste 1150 

---_c---------------_______I____________----------------------- 

All charges relate to Primary campaign followup: 

Database management, daily backup, off-site security copy 1000.00 

Equipment rental n/c 

2.75 staff/hrs manager - Lookup records, print lists, FAX. 
Key operator support 250.00 

check expenditures as requested @ 28.00 77.00 

1327.00 



911 Socon4 s t r o o t .  .-=- 
w.sbinpton. D.C. 2 0 0 0 2  

( 2 0 2 )  671-4900 

To: . Clinton/Gore Post Election Committee 
Hs.. Barbara Yates 
121 West Capitol Avenue 
Little Rock, AR 72201 

Ste 1150 

O.t. mumbelt 

December 14, 1993 069 

D a w s e  marurg-t services: 11/01 thru 11/35/93 

All charges relate to Primary campaign followup 

Database management. d a i l y  backup. off-site 
security copy 

Key operator support 
Equipment rental 

25072 

m 1 C &  

..p. 

2000.00 
500. 00 

nlc 

2500.00 



, 
,-. 

To: . Clinton/Gore Post Election Committee 
Hs. Barbara Yates 
124 West Capitol Avenue 
Little Rock, AR 72201 

Ste 1150 

December 15. 1993 070 

 set LPaMg-nt services: 

Request reimbursement for folloving expenses 

for AUC, SEP, OCT, IOV 93 (4 mos.) 

Storeroom rent for Primary files 4 =os. x 
(SEP. OCT, SOV, DEC rent) 

FEDEX Chgs 
08/13 14.00 
08/16 13.00 
08/17 13.00 
08/27 13-00 
08/31 14.00 
09/03 18.75 
09/09 9-00 
09/14 9.00 
09/15 24.50 
09/16 21.75 
10/11 13.50 

10/15 messenger del. 818 CT 

169.00 676.00 

150.50 

12.00 

838.50 



To: . Clinton/Gore Post Election Cormnittee 
Us, Barbara Yates 
124 Vest Capitol Avenue 
Little Rock, AR 72201 

Ste 1150 

INWICE 

Date  awrlbet rase 

January 2 4 ,  1994 020 

-t&zse management services: 12/01 thru 12/31/93 

All charges relate Po Primary campaign follob~1p 

Database management, daily baskup, off-site 
security copy 
Key operator support 
Equipment rental 

0.50 
1 .oo 
5.00 

7.00 
4.00 
3.00 
2.00 

3.00 

staff/hrs process DXFF list 
, I  " process check register 
I* " translate data as requested prior 

tape production 
" vendor records upgrades 

" process vendor list 
" 

I, 

I. ,I *I I, I, 

I, 

I# translate data for rape af 
contributor detail 

V I  " process list for batch database 
. -  

Produce batch.tape 2363 records 
1 9 track tape for above 

o a i t  PKilCO 

- 
28.00 

. .  - .- 

. 01 

2000.00 
500.00 
nfc 

14.00 
28.00 

140.00 
196.00 
112.00 
84 .OO 

56.00 
84.00 

23.63 
20.00 

3257.63 



The "exit" conference is the first documenta.tion available of when kyn U w h t  
and Batam Yates leanml that the auditots were planning to ahat 
tbe Chton primary Connoraittee repay approximatey $3.8 milIiails in overpaid 
matching bunds. 

The exit conference was bel$ on October 19,1993, and qmemted a meeting of 
tbe FEC auditors 9wl bhe CPC'S genefal couwl (UtYeCbt) and OtheaJ involved in 
tbe audit, norably Batma Yam, Little Rock CPA, and CPA to the CFC:. It 
signifies the end of the 'on-site" audit, the auditors worked for the next 
several months preparing the Interim Audit Repon, rehsxi in A@ 1904. 

The CPC submitted a written n?sponse to the exit cornference but at the time of 
publication of this volume, it was unavailable for inclusion. 

The CPC submitted a written nzsponse to the Interim Audit Report in July 1994, 
the document in which the false statements were initidly submitted to ahe FEC. 
A copy of that response is in Tab 23/23001-23043. 

2 
.. 
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c 

Qcfober 19.  1093 
1R:OO I-9 

f r i t  conference 
CQndUCt@d 6t the Lar- Officer 
Oldaktr,  Ryan 6 Leonard 
sa$ Connecticut kve H.W. 
washingeon. 0.6- 26066 

Clinton €0: President Cosasittee 

prmjent for the Conrnittee weze L p n  Utrecht, Esq., 
Barbara Yak*%, !FA. a d  Nancy Korcen. 

~rosent f a r  the re(: wmce torenra ??oflcway, Peter 
Blunbcrp and hbd Hcnter, Atto~neys from the PEC O f f i c e  of 
Grnerad COu~18e1, Joseph Stalta Deputy A t l i i s t s n t  staft 
BSgsstar For Audit, % r \ S O = l &  Bruner. audit manager, Leroy 
Clay, lead euditor, Joseph Swearingen. laad auditor for tbe 
Cllnton/GQre general eioction audil. and W r L Y  fiu+&f, aiiditar. - 

Leroy clap, the lead auditor,  coaducted the canfereace. 
8e opened the e x i t  conference explaining that we l thb PEC) 
had come t o  explain the findings whleh resulted fro= the 
audit of the Clinton tor President Committee and t o  elicit 
the response of the Comxnittaa to  these findingr. 

misstatement of financial a c t i v i t y  12 U.S.C. 5434tb)l f o r  
diobursements in c o n m i t t r e * t  reports for 1992. tie noted that 
the reports for m y  and July had been pareicularly distorted. 
The Way Report gverrrated diSbUr6eZUentS by 2349.9Z1.99. The 
July Report understated disbursements by SZi7,$50.35. 
Baca~se  the Amended Reports fiied by the committee on JMSY 2 ,  
1393 corrected th i s  prsbLeeP. the autit staff wac recomaending 
no further mcrion be taken by the comaittee. The C€P node no 
rgtsponcr. BQWBYDE, the P a t t e r  rill be dittus8eE in the audit 
cepcr t . 

Next Lc addressed the ~ommittee*is failuse ta  itemize 
eontoibutlonr from individua%r and failure t o  itemize inkind 
cantributiona ( 2  O.S.E. LQJQ(L)(3)(A)). In the Ckrburrcment 
sample, an 8% ernas rate occarred toe the ieeeization of 
contributions from individuals. Sa tha 100% review of inkind 
Contribu~olao. che sudiborr found that co6dtt .n failed eo 
itanise 34.7% of the inkind c O n t C & b U t i O l h 6 .  B696BUSB th0 
Anended Reports f i l e d  by the c ittee on July  2 ,  3993 
corrected this pCQhk& the audit staff 106 rosoraendiag ne 
further action be taken by the colnrdttre. Bowever* the i r t ~  
wfll bo oddrrrsoZ i n  the  Audit Etport. 
response. 

The first finding LC dfrcusoad was the materiel 

Thf IFF made no. 



.. 

... 

large suss ftor World wide Travel which had been collected 
for pres6 travelt the camafttee faf led  to itemize rofundo as 
required froa the ind iv idua l  press organizations. 
refunds and rebates f ro0  January 1992 w?re not itemized. 
Zteaizatioa of refunds and rebates arc required by 2 U.S.C.  
5434(b)(3)(P). -ended report8 f i l e d  July 2, 1993 correctly 
itemized the January 1992 refunds and rebates and for t h i s  
ratter t h e  audit report would recommend no further action. 
with rerpenct to the refunds froffi Xorld r i d e  Travel f o r  tha 
press  organizations. the audir staff eeeouncnded that the 
committee amend its repar ts  by attac!ziq itre entzies t c  the 
Schedule A reports itemizing the sefwld6 froz hdjvidus?. 

press  o q a n i z a t i o n s  and secret service end show any Leos 
charged by world wide t rave l  as offset6 to  the memo entries. 
LO oafdl the coadttee had rece ived  advice froa the C 
that pres8 rad rocrat  service refunds for  teavcl wet 
taqgisod eo be itemiaed individually in tbc sciwdule A*.. 
The committee cbooa not t o  tliaeusr tlte iOuree of t h a t  sdvieo. 

disclose occupation/nme o f  employes [ 2 U.S.C. S104.8(a)  ox 
2 U.s.e. 5 4 3 2 ( 1 ) 1  as indicated by a saaplt error rate of 499. 
Be acknewlcdged that tha comaittee‘s suppkenentari maiiing of 
seventetn thourand piece6 of CorreSpbnd?mCe which included 
the corract requerr t i . e .  ‘ federal  i s w  requires ...” i which 
was done in November 1992 substantially supported the 
cornmiteec’a position that they hid ~ a d r  what coastituted b r s t  
e t f a r t .  Additionally, he noted that on the amended reposts 
f i l e d  on J ~ l y  I ,  1995 to which tbe ssmple ezrors vetc traced 
was found additional oecupetion/naae of employer ont:ier not 
inctlndcd previously. The auGit staff recommended no fur ther  
action t~ be taken by the  c o a i t t e a .  The CFP aaade no 
respozse. lowever. tho  =attar rill be disczsscd i n  the a u d i t  
repert. 

LC vent on to mention that the auditors were still 
waiting for documentation Pea. world Wide Travel an& Croat 
Mcefcan aedis. 

S .  The totals for refunds/rcbates for a71 Spots/iladiolCablc. 
2. The amount the Primary Cormittee is due froa the General 

f o e  Primary refunds applied to Gtnccal Co 
activity. 

3 .  The trial balance of the Primary General production 
co.ts. 

4. ?Or each Committee a workeheet breakdour. of total 

A160 

LC then raised the issue of the C Q m i t t t e ’ S  failure to 

Pternr &peCif lca l ly  r@qucrted and still due: 

.- - 
billed, total applied to produetion, total applied to 
redia and total received. 

5. Invoice billid to-DNC iir ”)Ian From Hope” prodUCtiQA and 
any documentation that may uo uith it. 
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8.  

9. 

10 I 

11. 

12 - 
13. 

1d. 

15. 

16. 

Dets i l ed  explanation of the f a c t o r i n g  
Serv ice  AcCOuntS Receivable.  
Provide Copies of the E x h i b i t s  noted 

sf the Secre t  

m t h e  check s t u b s  
fron Worlb-Wide Travel  f o r  Secret Service Trovel. 
W r i t t e n  procedures  d e t a i l i n g  billing of Press  and 
Sec re t  S O N ~ C C  from r e c e i p t  through ult ioratet  transfer 
t o  the cosmittee. 
Also provide w r i t t e n  d e t a i l  of h ~ w  the Business Travel 
Account works. (bta card through Aiaexf 
Provide a r e c o n c i l i a t i o n  of P r e s s  aad Secre t  Service 
Travel. 
Explain the t rea tment  of F l i g h t  t124C on may 4 ,  1992 Loc 
Angelel; t o  New York C i t y  as prepaids. 
If advance pagaents by press were made to World Wide 
Travel ,  explain how they vert app l i ed  t o  t r a v e l .  
Advanced p a p e n t 6  were rece ived  by the  couaittee i n  t h e  
early part  of 1992 for press t rave l .  Were those 
paycents app l i ed  t o  Trave l  b i l led  by the committee or 
world Wide Travel? If applied eo travel bi l led  by the 
coarnit tee,  please explain how t h e  money was appl ied  and 
for which f l i g h t s .  
The folloving rocksheets were missing from committee 
worksheet binders:  
E i l l a t y  Clinrton F l i g h t s  - C32 
pres6 Char te r  P l igh t6  - a's 25, 26. 27, 4 3 ,  75, 169 c 
174  

During the review conducted at World Wide Travel it was 
noted t h a t  s o ~ e  of t h e  vwrksheets  missing from the  
Comfaittet's binders were found to cxiet  there- 

USQ of COCpor8tOJ t r a n s p o r t a t i a n  ae govsrnea by 11 C . F . R .  
S114.9(e)(l) was discussed next .  LC o u t l l n e d  the poss ib l e  
use of an apparent  co rpora t e  aireraEt owned by Truman Arnold 
fo r  f l i g h t s  on January 2 7 ,  and Play 1. of 1992. The January 
27 f l i g h t  invoico  w a s  paid in September 1992. a80 becau6-s 
there is no record thst the i n v o i c e  for the  Way 1 f l i g h t  bas 
ever been pa ld  there is the  p o s s i b i l i t y  t h a t  t h i s  billing 
renrains an outs tanding  l i a b i l i t y .  The Audit  staff reconmends 
that Cormittee demonstrate that the use of this aircraft  
is/was not a corpora t e  c o n t r i b u t i o n .  LU responded t h a t  she 
was n o t  f a u i l i a t  w S t h  matter. 

tC gave the c e t t c e  a.%iseing of individuals who ray. 
h i w  rsde excess ive  contributions te the eomittee by making 
ab+anceo on behalf o f - a e  c a m p i g o  which uera unrimelg 
ielnbtrr8ed as matlimed %Q 11 C.F.R,. f i l 6 3 .  The a u d i t  staff 
r eques t s  that  the  conisit tee demonstrate  t h a t  these advances 
de n o t  c o n s t i t u t e  e ~ l c e o r i v e  c o n t r i b u t i o n s .  swpepond 
each indiridolal'u efranestaace was unique arnd beaieved that 
t h e  C t F  h@d sdsqustt Inforuatioa t o  adequately address -3s 
8mttet  and t h i s  l n f o r r a t i o a  wuld be provided bo ths PEC a t  a 
l h t e g  date. Fhla anrmwt vas qavea even tbaugh t h e  crnalyrbr 
f r  n o t  ye t  campzeta'. 
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Next discussed V I 6  the use by the Camittee af 
Travslar 'c  checks .  The audit s t a f f  feels that trrrvaltr's 
checks are cash equiva len ts  and t he re fo re  prohibited under 11 

The audit c t a f f  reconmends that t he  comaittee demonstrate 
that the use of traveler's checks is n o t  t he  saxat am the use 
of cash. 
w i t h  an un iden t i f i ed  ind iv idua l  a t  t h e  ~ B C  who had said that 
the use of t r a v e l e r ' s  checks  wbs permissible. tu alao asked 
i f  the  vse of t r a v e l e r ' s  checks was ever encountered in o the r  
p o l i t i c a l  caipaigns. 
knowledge. of course i f  an individual takes an advance and 
purchases traveler 'n checks that would be permissible and in 
many cases n o t  detectable. A 1 6 0  it  Wi16 not@d t h a t  we had 
r e w i e w  t h e  Coarpittae's log of who had received the trav@ler*s 
checks. Even if the payment of advancers fer the i r  travel wa6 
permitted.  come indiv idua ls  had received large blocks which 
would l i k ~ l y  still be a prob?lsm, 
t r a v e l e r ' s  checks were not the  fame a6 cash. 

Ertcnllion of credit  by camaercial venders 86 govern& 
under 11 C.F.R. 1116.3 was then discussed. RB explained t h a t  
t h i s  m a t t c a t  invalved rervfcer provided by companies t o  the 
camperign. Xn the f i r s t  instance, companies whose normal 
course of business  was not the providing of se rv ices  t~ 
political campaigms ouch as thore services performed for the 
committee by Goldman Sachs and Qccidental Petroleum. In the 
recond ins tance ,  t h e  64?ZViCeS provided w e n  thvce the 
company provided i n  the normal course of business,  but  were 
reimbursed only f o r  expenses incurred in the process af 
providing the sozviee to thu campaign such as X s s s r k .  RB 
felt that t c t i s  such s b  these deviated from the requirement  
conpsaier t r e a t  campaigns as they would any other customer i n  
tho u m a l  and customary in the norma3 COU35e of business.  
tu r ta ted the poofttoa et the Cumnittee, that 11 C.F.R: 
$114.9 specifically rPloun the ca=pafgnr ta use of 
corporsttvlabor h c j l i t i a s  m d  arlioaring for  reimbursement 
after the faet .  LO rs fd  she voarld have revfew-the patter a d  
re #pond .La t 8 t . 

LC then discussed stale  dated cheek issue 215 o u t l i n e d  i n  
11 C.F.R. $9038.6. LC provided a schedule Of s t a l e  dated 
checks t o  the committee which l is ted a total of $76,964.03. 
The audit staff rec sadad that t h e  committee demonstrate 
the cheeks are not a t a l e  darted or repay tire stale dated 
amount t o  the U.S. Treasury. 

59033.11 and 11 C.r.R. 99034.4Ibl were next discussed.  
Included in this category were (9uplicate/owarpayrneats, 
inadequately documented disbursements and tines (parking 
v i o l a t i o n s ) .  The a u d i t  staff made these r*comrtndations to 
bddteso these problems- The casmittee should deranstratc 

C.F.R. $102.30, a O.S.C. ~ ~ ( p l i i i i  L 2 U.S.C. 5432th ) (2 ) .  

LU raspended t h a t  the cornittee had a di8cursion 

JFS rssgsnded t h a t  not t o  his 

LU di&agrsed t t r o n g l g  t ha t  

Non-plralifitd carpaign expenses as outlined in 11 C.F.R. 
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thbt the  duplieate/ovegpayaents did not occur or that the 
funds have M e n  recovered. The committee should provide 
documentation which would deoPonstratts that diaburseuents in 
question were in face qualified campaign expenser. &sent 
the above remedies, tho co-ittea should make repapent to 
the U.S. Tr~asury.  

overpayments, of Biaburremeats lacking adequate 
docPrleentatioa, of dcporits paid, not refunded and f o r  which 
no other aeeounting was provided and the docuaentnclon from 
tho coumittewOs f i l e s  to support these scheduler. LO raid 
the committee vould review and respond Lo the ataterial 
provided. 

laentiontd that 60tae of the questions he had lett with the 
coamittee d e n  the  audit team Psft tho ficld had not as yet 
been answord. LU replied aome of the questions Bad bean 
addressed and the aPI$wers f O K  other pue5tionr had yet  to ha 
iorsulated. RE provided the committee w i t h  a list of 
questions en6 problems .till outstanding a t  the tilac of the 
exit conference+. Be had additional question for the 
following vendors. 

RB s t a t e d  he rtill needed additional do&uaantation tor 
work done for the connittee by A.B.  Data f o r  invoice 1131765 
and copier of solicitation material far job ? 1667. 

RB then went on t o  address the issue of adequate 
documentation versus  the attorney client privilege. RB 
stated his concern that  w i t h o u t  knowing more about the w r k  
pertormed f o r  the conmittate by the Allen Law F i r m ,  Jack 
Paladino, Rothergerber, Patten or ltatblgn Grave& a 
determination ac to wbether the services rendered were 
qualified caapiiign tXpeQ-6 i a  not possible. 
pO61tiOn is that there pcoplc*s wotk i5 protected by the 
attorney c l i ent  pcivilsgs. Further, LU s a i d  she f e l t  that 
the FEC auditors Rad all the informatian they needed t o  have 
to mako a determination. Tbe coamlttes bad after ell 
explained that each Instanee the people had performed work 
for the campaign and that therefore these were indeed 
qualiSltd CSmp8tgn expenses. EU offered to pi~vida something 
vrittan, 8ligbtEy 80s. specific, to add to the material 
already provided ts further support the cosnmittec'e 
contention that these were indeed qualified eanpaign 
expenses. The committee would not however provide the work 
file or work product. SUB exprerssd coneern that infoznation 
waa being vitMsld. 
WithBePd, that ws had been provided access to the complete 
billing Pile which is all that is reguireb. LU reiterated 
that we are not being provibed.eha vsrk f t l e  because w e  do 
not rrtpire the information corieafned therein to make our 
determination. LO also contanded that there C ~ C C U ~ L ~ ~ R C O S  

plf provided ta the coParittee rckedu1es of  duplicate! 

BB then made h i s  presentation to the ce, 

The evaaitteeeka 

LV rtated that nothing mas being 
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were n o t  f u n d a a e n t d l y  d i s f e r e n t  from p a p u t 3  f o r  s @ r V i C e S  
(uh ich  were accepted as q u a l i f i e d  clhmpaiqln expenses by tht 
Fgc) remderad by other  political consu l t an t s  who did net 
provide t h e  Qeta l l  o f  the i r  w o r k  for the committee. She 
furtber stated t h a t  the  mere prccence oe the a t to rney  client 
p r i v i l e g e  seem6 t o  proopt r e q u e s t s  for more fnfortimtion. JFS 
elrggerted that  the mmmittee c e d  lsstsrs r p e i f i c  88 
p a s i b l a  explaining thti work done far the committee there 
pmopl8. 

RB then asked about a r e fe rence  t o  a . t r u s t  fund balance 
teaa in inq  $10,000.00" i n  the Rothcrgerber,  Appel, Powsrfi and 
Johnson f i l e .  La suggested t h a t  such an account rrray have 
been uusd t o  handle a r e t a i n e r  for  t h e  s e r v i c e s  t o  bc 
rendered by Jack Paladino. She w e a t  oa t o  o r p l a i n  t ha t  
balding funds in escrow is a camon  p r a c t i c e  f o r  l a w  firms 
and used a s  scan& t o  prevent t h e  cornringling of the firmDt? 
opera t ing  c a p i t o l  from fmd6 ytt t o  ba earned. 
d i scu r r inq  the $10,000.00 w a s  to determine ehe IOUKC~ of the 
fWd6 

;RLI purpose in 

80 asked about the  role t he  Eirnr  katteo, Recarthy and 
Ficcarthy played in the v ice -p res iden t i a l  seareb for t he  
campaign for which they  had bill tbe c o r n i t t e e  rEor $29,909.83 
and about Jim Lyon's connection w i t h  t h e  campaign. 
reBpendsd t h a t  t he  services r e r e  consul t ing  in nature and 
coverer2 by a t t o r n e y  c l i e n t  privilege.  

RB next. discussed the nerd for more documentation fro= 
Opinion Ptrearch. Xn p a r t i c u l a r ,  RB regucstcd f i v e  p o l l i a g  
s c r i p t s .  Ltl thought t h e  remaining five scripts -re now 
i n  t h e  committee's passess ion .  The auditars had a l ready  
received t h r o e  s c r i p t a .  The committee was r e l u c t a n t  to 
provide the renalriing scripts given that Bhe a c r i p t s ,  which 
according to the vendor were proprietary in nature ,  vould 
become eubjsct t o  possible publie disclosure au a result of 
f u t u r e  f f t d Q m  of Information requests .  Lu suggested that 
mutually agreed upan datsrilr8 s aries  could be subot i tu ted  
t o  circumvent the posmible f u t u r e  r e l e a s e  of the scripts 
under TOLA. JFS concurred t h a t  some sor t  of agreed upon 
surararies could probably be w r i t t s n  t h a t  would work. 

the lmnuoee mid  to'.Cirrvilla. Begalla; mrrrha i%mduel,;Any 

LU 

r 

u t h e m  expras&sb rho 8.tad.fos d o c w g t a t i o n . t o . s u p p a r t  

d .@0h.XiB. .mX8 W l s a t d l  plciQlc...tQieha-*t? 'ai 
12 eh.-'cgllrnieteq_w~~~~t;'li~iae i n  
fRiag' 4m vrittng ~tO'SU@pQrf 'the 

RB KegUeEted faforaeticn about worthem National Bank and 
t he  traveler's chcck 1096. RB pointed out t ha t  the  log 
lacked a p t c i f i c i t y  and for example noted the e n t r y  rcgarding 
one P. Jaeiaaon to whom two blacks of t r a v e l e r ' &  checks, one 
t o t a l i n g  $12,400.80 and t he  o the r  $3,D90.00, uece irrucd. LU 
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wanted to review the matter. 

as a debt s t a t e  end federal taxes oued. BY began by 
expressing her daSappPOVa1 cf this matter @van being raioed 
by describing any contact the auditors asp have had with the 
x s  cn behalf of the CPP as out of Una.[auditoc's noter It 
should be pointed out that BY'S armertion 1s inarmmate in 
that at no t i m e  did the auditors contact the IRS an behalf of  
the C?P or when requesting information from ZRS, identify 
themselves a s  F6C auditors. Thus the auditors weee merely 
taking advantage of publicly available in%ormatioe in order 
to evaluate rpecific transactionb.] RB wtknted the c O I 4 d t t e Q  
to explain why the tales had not been paid and explain why nc 
penaltbea had been assessed or plaid. 
erplanation offered by the committee during a teleconference 
held in L i t t l e  aock in Augvbt. The committee had attributed 
their lateness in paying their withholding to a eo 
of  a computer problem and a failure on the part of 
personnel who were  now no longer with the coiwaittec. RB 
pointed out that the  signatories throughout the campaign had 
remained the same and wanted moee details as to how problen 
could h a w  occurred. LU offered that the people 
involvad/responrible had been lover level people. BB 
expressed the need for all documentation regarding this 
matter including cecoeds of phome conversations and 
corceepondenee with the taxing authorities sad dated t a x  
retutnc. BY stated that it was sufficient for the atiditorn 
t o  know that although 80ae inttrest MY have b8.n paid or aay 
be paid In the faatuse by the eoranittes, no penaltier have 
bees paid BOK @ K O  any penalties owed a t  the pre8ent. BY said 
thee rhoold posalties be assessed and paid, t h y  would be 
Umt8d as aton gualifid. 
federal tax paymonts had been applied to both the primary and 
general campaigns and thaZ the same amount m y  hmve bean 
applied twice. BY explained that although the  campaigns were 
separate. the XRS had treated both caakpaifps am a ningle 
entity. the pcipehy account was rolled into the genaral end 
it vat6 for that reason it eight have 8ppGlrred as though II 
doposft was applied twice between the prbmry and the 
general. Lu abronfed that committee could not report a debt 
whose existence it war C I Q ~  aware of. RE noted that all  
copiem of 9 4 1 ~ 0  prCoidQd by tho eommittea m t e  undated ao 
6 ~ C ~ : i w k L ~ y  f t.B t8e auditoco be provided vith'eate 

CLh. aoditaco t dated, then i n  fact that war,abl that 
W@S a v d l a b h ' s n d  thmC 110 d8bd coplrs erf  

RB next addressed the failure of the couittee tO report 

Be allude& to the 

RB exprosned concern about how the 

d f91.t 12 the copier o f  941'0 given t~ 

LC next presented the NOCO which called for a repayment 
of. approximately $3,872,000.00 of matching funds and a total 
repapent, including aon-qualified dioburserant@i and f t r l e  
dated cheek8 of approximately $4,500,000.00. LU objected to 
the inclusion of the Bonuses and loot equipment om the noco 
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a5 bring non-pualikied. 
received in excess of entitlement resulted from applying 
private contributLons to the x W O  up to the last matchin9 
fund pament. 
the post date of ineligibility contributions eo the Clinton 
for President General Election Complfancc Fund tCHWC9. BY 
aoted that at a certein poirat b;$c t 
it W&8 mdvtat and the t'ZmSf9K6 *. rgibh. JFQ net& 
thee susb B calleulation wtked ~ n l y  if tbk natchkng fund8 t~ 
be generated in the future were considecd B B  accounts 
receivable. BY agreed. LO mtetbd the committee strongly 
disagreed ahrat any repayment res due and no further 
dis~usPi0d wa5 hald. 

has been requested now for  soahe t h e  and as yet not received 
by the FEC was becaaing a problem. %e explained that  it ray 
become necessary for the PEC to seaart t o  the use of 
gubpoenas. Ltl pointed Out that  on@ could not very well 
subpoena some wonk product that at  this time docs not cxlst 
(apparently refarring to reconciLiatione and schedules that 
the conafttee vas in the procecs of preparing). (Auditor's 
note: PEC agrees it would be futile t o  subpoena non-existent 
vork products. but dource documentation from which such work 
products B K O  to be derived could be subpoenaed.) 

business November 10, 1993, tcn working days to respond the 
material di6cursed in the exit conference. Be further went 
on to say t h a t  t h e  I n t e t i 8  Audit Report would be issued in 
Karch of 1994.  

s tu f f ing  their pockets w i t h  CPP supplied donuts at around 
12:70 P.H.. the committee promised to rake good on the dry 
elcaning bills should any stains result froin the C C ~ B P  puffs. 

Note: As the auditors were leaving, LU asked i f  the auditors 
m s e  finished with the  o f f i c e r  in Qldaker, Slyan and Leonard's 
building? LO had in the past noted soae dirsatSsfaction 
with the comaittee having provided space uhlch wan then not 
ra6ed. JPS aoted that some records which were needed to 
finish the work WSPU yet to be provided. Be slscn aoted that 
Unlike other tiBC6 during the sumer. staff was now awailable 
mad mufd begin work when the ree~rds were. LW raid that she 
would notify the auditors when the records became available. 
YrS added tha t  the 8UditOKS odfared to have rt?eordr delivered 
to their off icer at t h e  FtC i n  l i e u  of having the committee 
incur the erpcnco of  peoviding space. The CQMittee 
prcferrea t o  tent separate cpaca. 

The repapent r@Sulting from amounts 

The CodPnrLttcQ had instead transferred mnrch of 

aetermiaasd - B a t  

Lc reiterated to the committee that documentation that 

LC explained that the comittcc had until close o f  

The conference concluded with t h e  FEC representatives 
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Comment by Mr. Stoltz (FEC AM& MvSmn) : "id that theidon?, the 
tedesigaations were MQWXSSUY to hansfer these aanounts, aad wea a 
mix-up of some sort with the Committee's compter vcadol and shwld 
not have h n  sent to begin with.' flab 27, page 3412 

Comment by Democratic ccslma. Thomars: "Their vendor went so far as to cover 
themselves and get what they were calling redesignations.' 
(Ta& 27, page 56127028) 

Comment by Mr. Noble (FEe: general am&): "Yes, but if the seeking of a 
redesignation is to mean anything, and the Coleunittee ckainns it was a 

they had debt." (Tab 27, Page 90/27062) 

Comment by Demwratie Corn. M&q: "I tkinlr even if it was 
wrong to get the redesignation, that they properly did within 60 
days, it wasn't somethiag that the contributor wasn't a party to." 
flab 27, page 91/27063) 

Diallogue b e g i i g  with comment by 
that are at issue that were moved 

Mr. Stoitz: They are, a~sulniag that the redesignaton was 
permissible, however, if it 
[contpihtim] to begin wi 
I think 9003.3 come5 into 
been permissible to smt with. 

c o m . T h ~ :  If. 

Mr. Stoltz: If. (Tab 27. page 92127064) 
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CalculatiOR for the traveler's check monies. Ps that an 

accurate stat@ment? 

[Flip Tape C-2 ,  Side A to Side Ep, twt: lost.] 

coM.PmTER: Ma Secretary, the motion passeo 

by a vote of six to zero. 

IWhereupon the motion waa unanimcnrsly passed.1 

RUSB: Before w e  get to that, I would like to just. 

mention, on the HOC0 on page 76, w@ show the net campaign 

obligations of debt of $7,078,678. 
i 

COM. POaER: Where are you? 

XUSS: Page 76. 

CQES. Po!r'.m~: The figure you have just stated 4s 

$7,070,678? 

RUSS: At the bottm of the page. 

COM. POTTER: Yea? 

RUSS: Footnote H, which Starts on pag@ 77 and 

finishes on page 7 8 ,  the Commietee has filed - -  this report 

itself cut off at June 30, 1994. The Camittee has filed a 

third quarter 1994 report, and their winding down expenses 

have increased substantially from what they prawided as far 

as the estimates that @am@ in at the time of the interim 

audit XepQrt . . 
. 
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We are requesting they proaride US with a lot mre 

Right now we are infOnB3tiQn on these additional expenses. 

not including these amounts in the winding down expenses. 

We are just including the original estimates. 

We would also need an updated estimate from the 

Coxauittee, because I believe basJed on their paymente to 

date, baaed on their last estimate that came in with the 

interim audit report, they would only have about $139.000 in 

winding down left according to their own figures. aS far as 

the third quarter report goes, we have not included the 

amount &we the original estimate. 

COM. POTRIR: So who is going to present receipt 

of matching funds in wceas of entitlement? 

1 : 

MR. STOLTZ: I guess I'll take a run at this one. 

MR. STOLTZ: This finding relates to the Committee 

received matching funds after the date of ineligibility. 

The calculation of matching fund entitlement after that date 

requires us to take the non-outstanding campaign obligations 

and as of the date ob any papent of matching funds, to add 

private contributions received to that date, and matching 

funds previously received, subtract it from the NOCO, and 

see what is left. If what is left is smaller than the 

payment, we'll certify the amount of w h a t  is left. If it is i - 
- 2-7004 - 
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larger, we will certify the full request. 

In this caae we have done a calculation Pike that, 

and it is found on page 90 - -  now again, this is going to be 
adjusted, because some of the things we have already done 

will affect that NOCO number - -  and concluded that of the 
payment that the Committee r@ceived on Sept er 2, 1992, 

they would have h e n  entitled to $615,000 lesa than 

received, and then the subaeqrnent 

$2.8 million, they would also h v e  not been entitled to 

receive that. 

Much of this revolves around the treatment of  post 

date of ineligibility contributiow that were received by 

the Cormittee, and-subsequently redesignated to the general 

election compliance fund. Initially, they had mailed to the 

contributors redesignation letters, asking them to 

redesignate th is  contribution to the legal and accounting 

compliance fund. 
J 

In doing this, the private contributions werc not 

applied to the debt when determining remaining outstanding 

campaign obligations. "hue. the payments that we made on 

9/2 and 10/2. 

The Committee has put forward a number of 

arguments as to why this would be pennissible. 

those out as best.k?e can in the ten pages or so that go 

between page 80  and page 90. 

We have laid 

The initial argument was that - 
- 2 i o o s  
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under 9003.3 Cormittees are permitted to redesignate 

nonexcessive contributions to the compliance fund once they 

have reached a point where no further primazy expenses are 

to be paid. 

The Comtittee read that to say if I can include in 

a calculation of when I have PO matching fUC3 or no prhrJr 

expenses left to be paid, matching f I anticipate based 

on contributions I have collected, that they could reach 

that point sm.etime in August of 1992, and then redesignate 

the contributions. 

In our opinion, this does not confom to the 

regulations that the C d s s i o n  has in place, as well aeJ'our 

practice for a number of years. 

particular that 1 refer to is 9034.1(b), which as I 

mentioned earlier, requires the application of all private 

contributions and matching payments up to the point where 

the next payment is to be received. 

The regulation in 

In response to the interim audit repart on the 

matter, the Committee has raised another argument. That 

argument contends that these contributions are undesignated 

contributions received by the campaign after the p r b r y  

date, and under the provisions of 110, would be by 

definition, general election contributions, and that 

therefore, the redesignations were unnecessary to transfer 

these amounts, and were a mix-up of s m e  sort with &he 

27006 
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Camittee's c w u t e r  vendor and should not have been Bent to 

begin with. 

In this area we also believe that the Ccmnittee1s 

argumente fail, because these contributions are solicited by 

the primary campaign; are with few exceptions made 

to the primary campaign; received by the primary c 

deposited; and up through the 5th of August, subwitted for 

matching ~ 

To conclude that they are undesignated 

contributions, even though they are made payable to a 

specific campaign, in this case the primary campaign, would 

also seem to run counter to some of the other provisions in 

the CoIIIIRission's regulations. Once again, f mention 

9034.1(b); 9034.2,  the definition of a matchable 

contribution. 

the candidate, or one of his authorized committees, and 

received by the end of the year in which the election 

occurs. There are a number of other conditions as well, 'but 

those are the relevant ones to this discussion. 

The matchable contribution is made payable to 

Further, 9038 in the joint fund raising 

regulations in Title 26 - -  the same provision doesn't appear 
in Title 2 - -  but in Title 26, specifies that in a joint 
fund raising situaiion, a check made payable t o  a particular 

participant is considered to be designated to that 

participant. 
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We think that there is an analogy to be dram here 

between tBat situation and a situation where you have a 

prinrary and general election campaign with distinct names. 

that are separate entities, separate solicitations, separate 

funding mechanisms. 

The Cozmiaeion's history in thia area also argued 

against the Conrmittee's Interpretation. 

history of our regulations, the recurring theme in support 

of 9034.1(b) is this encourages campaigns to pay their debt 

after the date of ineligibility with private contributions 

to the extent possible. 

these types of contributioxm to be undeeignated, and thereby 

In reviewing the 

Allowing eaxnpaigns to consider 

general election, would appear to work qqcmite that goai. 

All of this taken together leads us to conclude 

that these were primary contributions properly applied to 

the primary debt, reducing the C d t t e e f s  matching fund 

entitlement, and resulting in the repayment that we have put 

foward in the report as adjusted for some of the actions 

the Codasion has taken so far. 

COM. POTTER: !l%ank you. I think that's about as 

concise as you can get on this one. 

Commission McGarry? 

COM. MC GARRY: Joe, all the mney we're talking 

about now relates to the period of ineligibility, is that 

right? 

27008 
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192. sTOLTz: The vast majority of it does. It .was 

all deposited after the date of ineligibility. There is 

sane percentage of it, and I couldn't tell YOU how much 

without going back through all the checks, that is likely 

dated before the date of ineligibility. 

COM. MC GZLRRY: So acme of the contr%butiom were 

dated Before July 16th, the inning of the date of 

ineligibility? 

MR. STOLTZ: Yes. 

COM. MC GARRY: In your report you lay out certain 

figures from beginning with July 16th, which is the 

beginning of the period of ineligibility, through and 

including October 2nd in Use election year. 

if we can focus on the precise amount of money. 

very substantial sup9 of money here. I'm wondering if we 

can cane close to focusing on the precise amount of money 

involved that you believe was irmpedssibly transferred. 

I'm wondering 

There are 

We know the ineligibility period ran from the day 

after the convention, July leith, up to and including 

December 3 1 s  of election year 1992. 

funded presidential candidates can continue to receive 

public money, matching funds OR the condition that they have 

Ret oatstanding campaign obligations. Is that correct? 

W@ know the publicly 

MR. STQLTZ: That is correct. 

COM. MC we know that shortly after - -  and 
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we k n o w  this from your report, which is a public document 

before us - -  shortly after the beginning of the 
ineligibility period, thia campaign opened an account called 

the suspense account. 

MR. SMLTZ: That's correct, on August 2lSt was 

the first deposit. 

Nm. MC GARRY: The mney that contributions that 

were coming in were for the mast part. deposited in this 

suspense account, is that correct? 

MR. STOLTZ: They were beginning in mid-August, 

when they opened it. 

received between Yuly 16th ana that date in August that was 

deposited into the.regular accounts that the 

been using all along. 

There -8 a substantial am~unt  

CCM. MC GAXFtY: In your report you note t M t  

$2,444,000 andl same change was transferred from the sueperme 

account to the general election account, Joe? 

MR. STOLTZ: To the compliance fund. 

COM. MC GARRY: To the c liance fund. YOU ndte 

in the report, of that $2,400,000. $1,025,000 came. in after 

September 2nd. 

MR. SMLTZ: That is correct. 

COM. MC GARRY: This campaign got three matching 

fund payments in that period from - -  where waa it, from Yuly 

16th up including and ending on October 2nd. 

.~ .. 

.: 
.. 
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m. STOLTZ: That is correct. Yea. 

COM. MC GARRY: It is the last paylnent, i f  I read 

your report correctly, of $2,825,000 and some change that 

you take the position they were not entitled to? 

MR. STOLTZ: That paymgnt, as well aa a portion of 

The figure in the report is $615,000. the previous payment. 

That would be reduced rather substantially as a result of 

the Commission's previous actions. So what we will be 

dealing with is, €or the most part, that. 10/2 payment. 

CON. MC GARRY: You're saying a portion of the 

second payment they were not entitled to as well? 

MR. SMLTZ:  That is correct. 

COM. MC GARRY: what was that mount? DO we know 

offhand? It didn't amount to much. 

MR. STOLTZ: That one was $615,000 before the 

Commission considered the earlier recommendations in the 

report. 

of  $200,000 as a result of your earlier decisions. 

That will decrease to probably in the neigmorhood 

COM. MC GARRY: In your calculation in the report 

you say that $1,025,000 that came in between September 2 and 

October 2, you did not factor into this calculation that 

we're going ta be looking at right now. 

MR. SMLTZ: We didn't because the only iadivic@al 

contributions that you would consider w o u l d  be those which 
. 

- 
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were received up to the point where they would have gotten 

the last matching fund payment that they were entitled to. 

So since we concluded that a portion of the 9/2 papent wae 

received in excess, then we wouldn't include ConttibUtiOIM 

received after the 9/2 payment. 

COM. Mc GAaRY: me eubstanticil IIIOpiea that we are 

looking at, the $2,444,000 idnd a e that was 

transferred, we take out of that the $1,025,000. 

/, MRe STOETZ: That's Correct. 

COM. MC GARRY: We're then left with $1,419,153. 

Now there is some adjustment to that. f don't think that 

I _  amounts to - -  you talk in the report about - -  I believe your 
final conclueion waa that they could have legally 

transferred of the $2,444,000, $135,0(10. 

MR. STQLTZ: X believe it is - -  
COM. MC W Y :  It is that figure tfpat we're going 

to ba talking about, whether or not it was lawfully 

transferred? 

MR. STOLTZ: Which figure now? You are correct on 

the $135,000 that we are saying - -  
COM. MC GARRY: And correct also on the 

$1,025,000. You take those out of the $2,444,000. I 

believe what we are left with is $1,284,153. That is what 

we are going to be talking about. Now whether or not you 

say that w a s  - -  and you give credit, I note in the report, 
. 

'h7012 
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to not only that $135,000 that was properly designated, but 

the excessives, because they were minixnal, I understand from 

your report, the excessive contribution. 

MR. SWLTZ: That is correct. They were about 

$ 3 5 , 0 0 0 .  

COM. MC! eARRY: Then there were stme contributions 

that w@re, in your opinion, explicitly designate&? 

MR. STOLTZ: There were $56,000 we saw, as we went 

through, that were explicitly general election. 

COM. MC GRRRY: How much of the $1,200,000 

roughly, are we talking about with reference to the 

inapedseible transfer rere improperly designated? 

designation, redeeigPation portion that money, what 

percentage of that would we be talking about? 

The 

MR. SWLTZ: f'm not m r e  I follow the question. 

COM. MC GARRY: We're down now to $1,200,000 

roughly that was impermissibly transferred. 

m. SmLTZ: CQrt@Ct. 

COM. MC GAaaY: You were explaining t o  us with 

reference to the major portion of it, about designation and 

redesignation. 

MR. STOLTZ: me majority of those funds the 

Connnittee had gone back to the contributor and obtained a 

redesignation. 

COM. MC GARRY: You say the majority of the money? 
. -  
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MR. STOLTZ: We tested it on - -  we didn't look at 

We tested it and concluded that for the every one of them. 

vast majority of it was there, and would have been timely 

under 110 in the regulations. 

COM. MC GARRY: It appears to me that a major 

preoccupation in this item before us is going to be the 

interpretation of that eection you just mentioned, 

llO.l(b9 (49 (i) , (ii) , mi% (iii) . 
MR. STOLTZ: That, alQflg with the interplay - 

between that regulation, 9003.3 and 9034.1(b). 

COM. MC GARRY: But that is What, f o r  the most 

part, we are going to be in, and it's going to turn On how 

people interpret that, whether the money transferred was 

susceptible to transfer through besignation OF 

redesignation, proper designation or redesignation? 

MR. SMLTZ: There are a couple of paints there. 

One, we believe that under 9003.3, thoee mniee weren't 

entitled to be redesignated to begin with. Seconcl, we also 

believe - -  
COM. MC W Y :  FOK what reason on that score?. 

MR. STOLTZ: Because that regulation states that 

contributions received after the date of ineligibility by 

the primaq Cormnittee can be redesigxxated to the general 

election compliance furid if it meets one of four tests. The 

relevant one here is there were no primary expenses left to 

27014 - 
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be paid. 

Under that regulation we do not believe that these 

were eligible to be redesignated in the first place. 

regulation is there because if such contributions are 

allowed to b@ redesignated wh@n there are still primary 

expensee to be paid, we ~ll~l the riak of having a campi- 

maximizing their matchkng fund entitlement by diSi3ipating 

private contributions that could otherwise be alpplied to 

liquidating their net outstanding campaign obligations. 

That 

. 

COM. MC W Y :  Well, I'm going to yield now, but 

€or my own purposes, what I have been trying to do is focus 

more clearly on precisely what is going to preoccupy us here 

in the next several moments. I'll yield, certainly wanting 

to return as the discuasion unfolds here. 

Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

C M .  PCKTm: Joe, what is the amOugt of federal 

funds, of taxpayer funds that were received by the Committee 

that under your calculation should not have Mea? 

MR. S'POLTZ: A rough estimate after the earlier 

votes would be about $3 million. I wouldn't want to be held 

to that until we get a W e e  to go back and do the numbers, 

but that is my beat guess at this point. 

COM. POSTER: So what we are talking about here is 

that your recoxxuendation is that there is $3 million of 

Treasury mopey there that should be returned to the 
1 - 
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Treasury? 

m. SMLTZ: That is correct. 

cm. POTTER: Mr. Vice Chairman, and then Com. 

A i k m .  

m. MC DONALD: Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

On that point right now - -  we will have mple - 
opportunity to discues many points I gather - -  but on that 
point let me be aure. 

important question. 

could have had a maximum amount of money. 

money was taken in and dispensed out at any given time, is 

that not right? 

can, in tern of mtcibability, they have a certain ceiling, 

which under the law, they are certainly pexxnittdd tQ have, 

is that not correct? 

I think the Chai -ked a very 

The iasue is not whether m y  c 

It is how the 

The truth is that any of these campigns 

MR. STOLTZ: During the pre-ineligibility period 

there is an absolute ceiling on how much in matching fund5 

any campaign can collect. 

CUX. MC IXWALD: What was that one for you say? 

Remind me. 

MR. STOLTZ: In the neighborhood of  $13 million, I 

believe, equal to 50 percent of the expenditure limits. 

COM. MC DONALD: What did this Committee 

ultimately ask f o r  in that regard? 

MR. STOLTZ: We've got that Eigure back on page 2 

27016 
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or 3 of the report. The Baaximum was .$13,810.000. This 

C d t t e e  received $12,536,000. 

changes at the date of ineligibility. At the date of 

ineligibility, the only time a campaign can get furccher 

mtching funds is if on the date they are paid those 

matching funds, they have remaining net outstanding 

obligationa. 

Now the entitlement progrim 

So at that point, there are really throe limits on 

what they can do - -  
COM. MC M)pIAbD: Joe, I apologize. Let me 

interject just a minute. I want you to go ahead an8 finish 

that. I think you explained that to me before, but tell me 

one more time, how much money was the Cananittee entjltled to 

under optimum conditions under the law? Thirteen what? I ' m  

sorry. 

MR. STOLTZ: !That's the maXimerm any campaign could 

receive. 

COM. MC DONALD: Right, and how much was that? 

MR. STOLTZ: Thirteen million, eight hundred a d  

ten thousand. 

COM. MC MlNALD: And they asked for how much 

ua t imately? 

MR. STOLTE: We paid them $12,537,000 1: think the 

number was. 

COM. MC DONALD: So really as a practical 
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there ie about roughly w h a t ,  a little over $P,300,000 or 

$1,200,000 that they would have had left under the correct 

financing scheme that they could have availed themselves of? 

MR. SMLTZ: If they had been able to obtain the 

contributions and make the submissions prior to the date of 

ineligibility, that would be correct. 

CQM. P(YITE1R: Would you finish your anaver though, j 

Joe? You were explaining how it worked after the ate. 

MR. SMLTZ: At that point there were three limits 

on the amount that they can get; one which always exists, 

and that is how mch they can raise in matchable 

contributions. The second one is the absolute ceiling, in 

this case, $13,810,000. In the third being - -  
COM. MC GARaY: What was the second one? I’m 

sorry 

MR. STOLTZ: The abeolute ceiling on matching. 

The third being their financial c:ondition at the time of 

payment. That is, the net outstancling campaign obligation 

calculation. 

COM. POTTER: I recognize Corn. Atkens - -  
COM. MC GAURY: One quick thing. A follow-up tQ 

Vice Chairrrman ~c~olliald. 

did not need to have net outstanding c 

for matching purposes, is that correct? 

Prior to ineligibility the canq?aign 

ign obligations 

MR. STOLTZ: That is carr@ct. Prior to the date 
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of ineligibility, as long as you haven't gotten more than 

the maximum, and you have got the matchable contributioas, 

there ia no needs test. 

COM. Mc m y :  In those several weeks following 

the date of ineligibility they received samething like 

$5,800,808 in contributiena. 

weeks before instead of several weekpl after, they would have 

been entitled to it? 

If that hat3 cane in several 

MR. STOLTZ: "hey would have beexi entitled up to 

the $13.8 million number. 

COM. MC W Y :  Fine, thank you very nrU&. Thank 

you, Com. %kens. 

m. xms: you, Mr. aAaix7mu2. 

I think Joe has gone through a very, very Clc?ar 

and lucid explmtion of where we are. 

that I think this ie where we have h e n  since 1976. This is 

a classic case of a presidential carnmittee, upon becoming 

aware that the primary c 

of fun-, attempting to eliminate the surplus by virtue of 

traus&ttal to the GEzliAC. 

I just want to say 

t tee eouleP have a jar rpurplus 

This same c esion diwcuseed this exact 

activity, and the resultant repapezat licatiollbt in a 

meeting on January 23, 1990, clearing the discussion of' the 

DukaJcis audit. 

report. It is a quote of a c 

I would like to read a quote from that audit 

ssioner prior t o  the point 

b 

. 
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where we reached the decision on the recommendation of the 

audit report. . e  

It says after a preliminary introduction, '0x1 its 

face the regulation would aeem to allow the redasiwtion of 

post-primary designated contributions, even if the primary 

/ii 

.. .. . .  

would have a debt afterward.. This is based on the 

regulations passed in 1983, which were different from the 

ones prior to that. 

mHowever, it would be inconsistent with the 

Conmission's congressional mandate to allow a CcumLttee to 

in essence, create debt that would lead to entitlement for 

post-ineligibility matching funds. In other  or&, a 

committee should not be able to claim a net debt, and hedee 

entitlement to post-ineligibility matching funds if it 

dissipated its permissible primary contributions to do BO.' 

. :  

mTaken to its extreme, a comaittee coluld 

redesignate a131 of its unmatched contrLbutions. The 

redesignation of matched contributions would result in other 

problem such as loss of entitlement, and unnecessarily 

create a huge deficit, with a reaulting clab for  more 

matching funds." 

'The current language of 9803 - 3  (a1 (1) (iii) 

pertaining to redesignation of post-primary designated 

contributions, etfective April 8, 1987, evolved from a . 
somewhat similar provision in the previous version of 

I 
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9003.3, however, the prior version made clear that such 

redesignations were permissible only if the primary 

coxenittee retained sufficient f a  to pay ite remaining 

debts. 

"Contributions which are naade after the inning 

of the expenditure report pericad, but which are deaignated 

for the prixnaxy election may be depoeited in the legal and 

accounting compliance fund provided that the candidate 

already b e  sufficient funds to pay any outstanding campaign 

obligations incurred during the primary campaign." 

regulations were effective July 11, 1983. 

Though the current language did not retain this 

- 

Those 

protective phrasing, there appears to have been no intent to 

alter the prior approach. Indeed as noted, it m l d  be 

contrary to public policy to allow the creation of d 

the consequent entitlement to poet ineligibility matchbg 

f u d s .  Accordingly, the c ttee ehwld be pelmcteeca to 

redesignate and transfer out to the GEWC o a y  80 much ob 

the contributions as would not leave the caslracittee in a net 

debt position.' 

"The remaining glabunt in question cannot be 

redesignated and emnsferred out. 

GELAC, and must therefore be included in c ttee'a cash on 

hand figure. 

It must be repi& by 

That audit report was approved s i x  eo nothing. 

27021 
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in the subsequent rwision to the regulations we addled 

language back in IPO that the current regulations read as 

stated. I would fine3 it inconceivable to think tbt.the 

Carmission would do a 190 degree change in that position, 

since it has been upheld in audita since 1976, axld allow a 

committee to hoard private donations tkat should be w e d  to 

pay primary debta, at the expeme of public funds. 

What is h i n g  proposed here is Over $2.4 million 

of taxpayer funds to be ueed contrary to all of our prior 

decisions, instead of the private flands that were raised. 

I thought you might recognize the quote, Corn. 

Thomas . 
CCM. "€I-: I am delighted you brought it up, 

because I aon't think anybody diaagrees with that woruierful, 

lucid analyeis. X think the C d t t e e  agrees - -  d l  of u s p  

I aaeume. WOUM agree that that policy, zm ref1 

current regulation meap~ that a committee canlt 

contributions m e t  to GXLAC if the effect w o u l d  be to i n  

essence create entiel 

So I am delighted you brought that up. 

Dukakie audit we all will recall, it wasn't quite 

had before us today. What was ng there 

that was totally unaddressed by the regulations, and it was 

something we had never reached before, and that was w h a t  

about where they receive a bunch of money during the primary 

In the 

. 
27022 - 



51 

apd want to it ~ e r .  

So what we were doing there, my long 

explanation there waa an effort to p o h t  out well, the same 

policy that seema to be applicable when you are talking 

about lnaving post-prinrarry designated eontributions to GEIAC 

ly be applied h a situation where tb@y uant to 

m w e  pre-nomination cantributioadp awer eo 

In either came be to disctipate 

their assets such that they in esaenced create more matcliing 

fund entitlement. That to me, etill d e s  as much sense 

today as it did then. 

What I see here is sort of a f tal question 

of are these contributions that we c fairly, given the 

state of the law, call primary contributiorm? What we are 

talking about here, unlike DUMU * B ,  are contributions that 

came in after the convention. 

what is before UB, just pouring ia tor this 

They were very popular, and they w e r e  getting Bots ob 

private contributions. 

Money, a8 we e a  tell frm 

What we are talking about is money that came in 

at Our &sting 

-rules. What is that money? Our &sting mles are very, 

We say that if a contribution c 

after the nomination. So we have to 1 

very clear. 

election, unless it i5 designated ia writing for the 

election that it follows, it will be a@ to be for the 

- 
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next election. 

We have applied that rule time and time again. In 

our enforcement cases for example, money comes in after a 

primary. 

there is in fact sane remaining pr 

can be attributed lls a ry ccmtribution. If on the 

other hand it is d e s  s in after the 

primary, we say t&at is a general election telaE 
contribution. 

contribution. 

If it is designate to pay off prjimaw d*t, aria 
debt, we will say it 

is not a primary election related 

So the real issue here is how do we interpret the 

existing law on thier question? Caannission McGafly alluded 

to the applicable regulation. If the applicable regulation 

is our designation rule, which is set out on page 80 of the 

audit report. It says that if 8 thing is going to be - 
comidered designated for a pareicular el@ctioxx, 

case if these are going to be viewed as eontrkButiona that 

are d1?8ipated for the primary, they have to r e t  one of 

those three criteria that are set out there. 

in this 

It has to be a contribution wade by cbeck, money 

ordef, or other PegotiabPe instrument which clearly 

indicates the particular election with respect to which the 

contribution ie made. Or the contribution is acc ied by 

a writing, signed by the coatributcur, which clearly 

indicates the particular election with respect to which the 

- 
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contribution is made. 

are going to have to deal with here* 

m t  is really the heart of what we 

I don't see it as a particularly easy question. I 

think that in this case certainly a large portion of the 

money at iasue here is money that did not, 08 the check, 

have any clear indication as to whether kt w m  to be primary 

related versus general related. 

The Cdttee'e reaporme, if you look at their 

response, included an analysis that the Committee officials 

themselves perforwed, which went through each and every one 

of these, not just the approxicnately $1.4 million that are 

at issue for repayment purposes, but the full amount that 

they maved over to GEEAC. 

the effect that none of them came back with contributor 

cards that were signed by the contributor. 

They have provided infoznmtion to 

As you can see, that is required if you axe going 

to use that as an indication that it. is designated for the 

primary election. 

payable to something like 'Clinton for Presidentem I don't 

think we can actually rely on that as a legal basis for 

saying that they are designated for the primary. 

The mere €act that eheee were 

The C m S S i 0 R  

relied on the payee line 

dried rule as to how the 

The dark horse caxkdidacy 

will recall that we have newer 

on a check as some sort of cut and 

contrib.Jtion is to be attributed. 

issue in the Gary  Hart: matter 
. 

27025 
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several years, the issue came up 218 whether or not checks 

made payable to the dark home candidate could be considered 

proper contrihtione toward the Gary H a r t  presidential 

campaign, and we ultimately concluded that well, yes, the 

name ob the payee on the check ia er ly not a aetemining 

factor. 

In the ctmtext of a presideatid ign, where 

they do have to see up a separate c liance d u d ,  

invariably they will give it stme sort od specific like 

the Clinton-Gore Caanplignce pund, I don't think is eramething 

that we can hold the contributors responsible for in terns 

of how they m e  their check payable. 

Fzxun a contributorDs perspective, they are trying 

to help the Clinton c ign. "'hese contributors are giving 

contributions after the naainaticm. It 81e to me that if 

anything. it is a safe as tion they were trying to help 

out . . . 
[Tape c b g e  from C-2, Side B to C-3, -Side A, text 

lost" 1 

AS a legal matter i f  what is at stake! ie, what kind 

of treatment these partictilax contributions can get. I dQn't 

see that we really have a clear cut legal baaia for the 

proposition that the e,taff is giving us. 

I just would further note that on this issue of 

whether something is designated ox not, I hate to keep 
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falling' back on our own law, but in the Helms advisory 

opinion several yeare ago we were very clear that there had 

to be very, very, cleat easpresscd writtea evidence that 

something was in fact deesignar;& for a 

where they were trying to pay off 

election. 

rtimlar election 

ts of is preceding 

You will recall that the H e l m  C ttee in that 

opinion request, 1930-30, asked whether they could treat 

post-election contributions as d&t retirement contributions 

if they went so far as to put in their solicitation mailings 

that the use of the dOMtiOXU would be to pay the 1990 

general election debt. The solicitatione would repeat the 

same on the contribution slips enclo~eol~ and also on the 

disclaher that they put on the materials, they would 

indicate that it was fox 1990 debt retirement. They also 

said they weren't going to be soliciting for m y  other 

purpoBe. 

We proceeded then to cite the very regulation that 

I talked about, and ultimately said that the 

concludes that the Cotmuittee will not meet the designation 

requirements if it takes th@ steps proposed. 

said the proposed steps would satierfy B 

elements, donor intent requires that the ContribUtor's 

signamre appear on the s document that contains the 

worda of designation, i.e., the check fer the ccmtributor's 

Although we 

- 
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rplip. 

That iai a very tough male, I t you, but thst 

ia the rule. 

W f  of the people i n  thia room would 88 

caatributicma ahould be treated a 

when they cam in the door, but 1 t 

equally half could cmclude wry 

of cesntrfbarciane, c An the way they dit3 after the 

naminatim, could be viewed as te8 cmtrwtions, 

and hence if anything, general election -late&. 

It may be t m t  everyone in this 

t h c  tlrneere 

I think the C a m i t t e e  did abaut everything they 

could to be careful on this isme. 

was going to be a point where all this 

door was going to exceed w h a t  they need&. 

suspense account, a separate type of occmnt: to 

of this. 

They realized teat there 

caolfng in the 

They met up a 

so far as to c m r  t 

redesligaatiom. They mote to all of t ~ @ ~ ~  

people, opha got all 

that, yes, I Wt t$at nloney tO %O tO the 

I don't know, I don't have a sense that g i v a  all 

of the coaqplicatione that we have -ling with the ma3 

calculations and what not, that it is fair or lwally 

accurate PO say that these were desi 
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contributiom. 

Thank you. 

COM. BOIS'ISR : vice maiman, and then the general 

c w e l  . 
copf. Mc mmza: Mr. chairrman, thank you. 

Just really more of a question Qf clzatification 

about the -8. I know that Joe had tioned earlier the 

distinct names and distinct accmts. 

about that. 

I think h@ ie right 

Joe, in the Bush/Quayle situation I gather that 

their name was the same throughout, is that correct? 

MR. STOLTZ: I can't tell you off the top of my 

head exactly what. the title was on the cmpliance fund. 

There was a Bush-Quayle '92 General Election Caanpliance 

Committee, something to that. Then the Primary - -  
COM. MC DONALD: Bush- la ' 9 2  check, how w o u l d  

you have treated that? 

MR. SMLTZ: That issue nwer came to us. That 

campaign didn't submit any contributions collected after the 

date of ineligibility. 

COM. MC DONALD: They didm't have any Bush-qualyle 

'92 checks after the date of ineligibilfEy? 

MR. STOLTZ: I'm sure that they did. We didn't 

see any in the matching fund submissions. 

that were received by the primary were appliad to the NOCO 

The contributions 

i 
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in the same way it ~8 done here. 

COEI. BE DOHAID: And how would %bat b V @  be- 

txeated, Bush-Quayle '92 cheek? 

MR. SPOLTZ: The Qnes that into the priapliuy, 

unless Bob can comect re, ed to the! primary debt. 
cc#uI. . 
kR. S'XQLTZ: 'phe Ones 

capliance fund were depoeited ~ver 

account. 

COM. MC WiURLD: If it had Buah-Quayle '92 on it 

after the primary? 

]MB. SMLTZ: It ie my understanding they followed 

the solicitation it came back with. 

COX. MC DONALD: Just try to help me just a 

minute. 

Bush-Quayle '92, and it ccllpe in after the primmy, and let'a 

just say that maybe they didn't have a designation, how 

would it be used? 

have ever had? 

Just a n s w e r  my question if you can. If it had 

Would it be like every other check we. 

MR. STOLTZ: If it didn't cane back with a 

solicitation or sane way for t h a  to tell? 

CUM. PIC WNRLD: After the primaory? 

MR. STOLTZ: That I can' t answer. Perhaps - - 
COM. MC DONALD: How have we handled it for yeare? 

MR. SMLTZ: It has always gone into the primary 
- 



' e -  

\ 
59 

,i i ..: I .  

.<i 

.<. 
;+ 
I_! 

account if it comes into the p r h r y .  

COM. DONALD: Joe?, I apol ize. I'm not 

myself very clear. It is after the primary. You get a 

Bush-Quayle '9.2 check after the primary, after the date of 

ineligibility. How  ha^ it alwaya been ]handled? 

MR. STOLTZ: Those that are received by the 

grimzrgr at the primary's# post office box, with a primary 

solicitation on it, to the best of ray knowledge they go into 

the primary account. The others will go into the cqlianca 

fund account. 

eQM. MC DONALD: Those aftlcr the primary? 

MR. STOLTZ: After the pra that have a 

cqlianee fund solicitation on them or the compliance 

fund's address will go i n t o  the cQmqpliance fund. 

COM. MC DOMLLD: In eseence a general c ign. 

All right, thernk you. So another advantage would be to have 

the same name throughout, I gather. 

MR. STOLTZ: It does create a c Ifcation - -  
CW. MC DONALD: If you do not? 

MR. SMLTZ: If you have the same name, in 

Bistinguishiag the two. 

COM. MC l3CBW.D: So in no mall part, as far as 

the conesibutor is come 

making these distinctions as we are, but for a contributor 

it is a problem, but if the camnittee has the same name in 

, who probably is not as good at 

- 
' .  - 
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the primary and the same name in the general, it would be 

much more helpful in regard to these k i d  of problems? 

MR. S ~ L T Z :  Depending the eolicitatione and 

all the rest of it, i t  could. 

m. LrK: Xf the Coplprittee had used Clinton 

for President throughout ae apposed to say Clinton-Gore - -  
MR. STOLTZ: It vould Be a far more difficult e 

decision. 

C!m. Me m w :  mlaxlk you. 

COM. IPOTTER: General counsel? 

MR. NOBLE: Thapk you, Mr. Chairman. 

I think that last point is a crucial point, 

because my understanding here ie that these were made out to 

the Committee name. With regard to Com. !I'hamm' statement 

about the applicable law, I am not aware of a situation 

where we have had ehecka made out to a c d e t e e  in the 

camittee's name where, as most of these were, were 

solicited for that coramittee, where we have! said that they 

were not: contributions to that cormittee. 

If you want to look at contributor intent, my 

understanding is that these were solicited for the primary 

C d t t e e .  

are post-D0I. The same infonnation on th@ check, and the 

same solicitation gave rise to their being matchable if they 

carrae in earlier. 

The only distinction drawn an them is that they 

I t h u  if we now declare ekrat they are 
. 
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not primary C d t t e e  checks, we have a problem with 

declaring the earlier ones were suffieicnt to be Paatchedrs 

plcimary Committee checks. 

The situation, gaixq back to the Btatement that 

Commiereion -kens read fraD Can. T h a s  earlier, I think the 

same principle applies here. If in M e  situation where you 

have a check made out to the Coimtitte@re ni?uner Clinton for 

President, and id you m y  that that ie not sufficient 

designation, but it is matchable, you then give rise to the 

situation where a camnittee can, on its own, just wait and 

decide how much it needs to transfer after DOT, and thus get 

rid of its repayment. 

So it in effect goes against the principle that we 

have calked eout of trying to insure that the private money 

goes to pay the debts, and not the public maney to the 

exclusion of the private money. 

P recognize the problem that have been talked 

about, and all the questions of camittee B and if the 

name was different, but I think here you have a pretty 

straightforward case where it was solicited for the primary 

in m e t  case@. It was made out to the primary. In most of 

these cases they deposited in the primary accOunt, ana thein 
they transferred the molaey out. So I think for it is a 

relatively clear legal ismess that these art in  fact primary 

contributions. 

27033 
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m. %01PI"KR: JW, a question. Dae5 the primary 

C d t t e e  have ar3dress or a post office or samething that 

you have? 

thing w that. 

m. p6TpBR: would any of theix contribution 

mlicitationa indicate where their ccmtributicma 

gane .I 

pw. STOLTZ: we have the mllteet address on the. 

reperte . 
COX. ??OTTER: Do you have aay primary 

solicitations there of the sort w e  are talking about? 

MR. STOLTZ: The Camnittee submitted some copies 

We haw@ a f e w  of in response to the interim audit repore. 

them here. Here is one that is aadresaed to: B i l l  Clinton, 

Clinton for Presidenrt, t Office! Bax $802, Little Rock, 

-kaxutas. The @ m e  thing on those t w o .  

C m .  : Douehveia4ny icarion if Ell@ 

canpliance fuad us& the 

or did they have their own? 

addxcse and post office boa, 

MR. SToLTz: U t  m~ look. Wr! have a canpliance 

fund solicitation. 

the eaactit report. T h i s  particular one iw $128. It u~es: 

112 West "hid Street, Post Office BOX 8802. So it's the 

There axe a couple of them attached to 

5- gQSt O f f i c e  bOX. 

CCM. PcXrRR: 00 all the Corranitt- n r a i l  was 

- 
. .  9 
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COM. POTTER: Corn. Mkens? 

COM. AIKENS: Joe, none of those are included in 

this figure, is that correct? 

MR. STQLTZ: The compliance fund? No. 

COM. AIKENS: Those have been all taken out. Any 

contribution that was in excess of  entitlement for the 

primary has been taken out of this equation, is that 

correct ? 

MR. STOLTZ: Excuse me? 

COM. AIKE?JS: b y  individual contribution in 

excess of the limitation of  the primary has been taken out? 

MR. STOLTZ: Yes. 

CON. AIKENS: SO none of that is in thie? - 
MR. STOLTZ: That is correct. 

COM. AIKENS:  The bottom line is that the 

Conwittee took contributor checks fram the @am@ 

solicitations, deposited them in a primary account, and 

submitted some of them for matching, while taking other 

contributions from the same solicitation, claiming they were 

designated all along for the GELAC, and redesignated t h q  

fo r  the GELAC. 

They used an arbitrary cut off date of August Sth, 

which has no relevance to the date of ineligibility or 

anything else, and was determined by the Conunittee and not 

the donors to be the date when some of the contributions 
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from those solicitations would be submitted for matching, 

and some would be transferred to the GELAC. 

I fully concur that contributions given at the 

beginning of the general expenditure report period may be 

redesignated for the GELAC, but only if the primary 

Committee Contributions represent funds in excess of any 

mount needed to pay any primary expenses ramining. 

Our 1992 regulation, 9003.3 (a) (1) liii) make this 

perfectly clear, as does the explanation and justification, 

and as does the guideline for presentation in good order, 

and it always has. 

the primary Committee. The checks were made out to Clinton 

for President, the primary Committee. They were deposited 

in a primary Committee account, and the Committee sought and 

received matching funds for some of them, and redesignatlons 

for others. 

These contributions were solicited for 

.. 
.. . _ _  

We didn't make up this scenario. These were 

actions that the Clinton primary Committee took. It was 

their affirmative action to do this. For us to take the 

position that some of them were supposed to be GELAC 

contributions all along, and that the donors who responded 

to a primary solicitation and made their checks out to 

Clinton for President, the primary Committee, but later 

really didn't mean it, or even better didn't realize that 

Clinton-Gore was now running in the general election, flies 
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in the face of reason, and in the face of our position on 

this Cormmission For the last 19 years. 

The reality of the situation is that millions of 

dollars of primary contributions, made out to the primary 

Committee, deposited in the primary account, were 

transferred out to the GBLAC, while a lmultimillion dollar 

primary debt still existed, which then allows the primary 

Committee to clah a net debt. and hence entitlement to 

millions of more dollars in post-ineligibility tapayes 

fwis. 

We never allowed this to happen, going all the way 

back to 1976, when Sen. Howard Baker wa5 required to pay 

back funds for this same situation. 

now is beyond me. 

Haw it can be proposed 

COM. POTTER: Vise Chairman McDonald. 

COM. MC DONALD: Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

Well, I would like to get an account of the 

taxpayers money for just a minute. I certainly concur with 

Com. Aikens on one point, there certainly have been a lot of 

decisions come out of here that are beyond me. 

disagree with her on that point. 

aver a list of them. 

I wouldn't 

I would be happy to go. 

did each 

dollars? 

But on this particular point, Joe, how much money 

general election campaign get, public finance 
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MR. STOLTZ: Fifty-five million dollars and 

change. 

COM. MC DONALD: They were eligible for what in 

the primary, $13.8 million each? 

MR. STOLTZ: Max-. 

COM. MC DONALD: Maxiraturn. This Committee tried to 

get $12 million - -  what did you tell me? 
MR. STOLTZ: Tw@lve five thirty-seven if I 

remember. 

COM. MC DONALD: Twelve five - -  I'm sorry? 
MR. STOLTZ: Thirty-seven. 

COM. MC DONALD: Thank you. Then President Bush, 

how much did he get, just roughly. 

approximate figure. 

I realize we're in an 

MR. STOLTZ: I would have to ask somebody in the - 
- 

PARTICIPANT: Ten something. 

MR. STOLTZ: Ten million in the primary, and then 

the $55 million in the general. 

COM. MC DONALD: So in dispute today, after we get 

into the millions of dollars of the taxpayers' money - -  I 
just want to be sure I'm getting this right - -  so the 
taxpayers gave $110 million in the general election to these 

two candidates alone. Do you have any idea how mch we gave 

out in all the overall primary matching money? 

, I .  

could 

- 27'039 
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somebody teli me that? 

PARTICIPANT: Thirty-seven million plus. 

COM. MC DONALD: Roughly about $150 million of  

taxpayers' money. So when we get through disputing 

whichever way we come out, how much mney would you say is 

ia dispute today in term of the taxpayers' money ia this 

area I'm talking about, this specific area? 

MR. STOLTZ: In this area it is pr ly going to 

be in the neighborhood of $3 million. 

COM. MC DONAZS: Be in the neighborhood of $3 

million. 

COM. TKO=: But on this issue. 

CDM. MC p 0 W :  On this issue I gather it is how 

much? 

MR. STOLTZ: We figured without this issue - -  we 
have done a calculation what it would be without issue, and 

it was about $1.4 million. 

COM. MC DONALD: I'm ~ o r r y ,  Joe, E can't hear. 

MR. STQLTZ: If we don't apply any of the post-DO1 

contributions that weren't matched, and redid the 

calculation, we got about $1.4 million rather than $3 

million. That would again, be adjusted by things that went 

on. 

COM. MC DONALD: Sure. I'm just trying to get a 

rough estimate, because I want to be clear. When I see ma 

27.040 - 
. .  
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read some of the asaessments, or when I hear some of the 

asaessments about the millions of dollars in taxpayer money 

I realize that is fairly dramatic. I think all taxpayer 

money is fairly critical. I note again that I gather that 

the taxpayers are committed undex the law, at least allowed 

under the law to allow both campaigns to have about $13.8 

million, and neither of them, I gather, availed themselves 

of the max. 

I 
/ 

I just kind of wanted to set the framework, 

because one of the things that concerns me a little bit is 

that whatever the issue - -  and as I say, I think all 
dollars, we just had the president’s case yesterday in which 

those folks that aren’t happy with our finding would say 

that we cut off about half of that, and those are all 

taxpayer dollars too. So I don’t want to get confused about 

it. I’m just trying to get an overall framework for what 

we’ve got before US. 

Joe, let me just ask you this. In terms of the 

convention itself, the nomination - -  you all would know much 
better than I, and I’m sure Com. Aikens would, because she 

has witnessed all of these, but I have not did - -  I gather 
right after the election the campaign had an incredible 

amount of money come in, right after the nomination? 

MR. STOLTZ: The fund raising I guess beginning 

probably in June/July and then continuing through 
. 

- 
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August/September was very, very heavy. We had a figure 
where I think they raised, if I remember correctly, close to 

25 percent of their money, deposited after the date of 

ineligibility. 

COM. MC DONALD: So they were fairly successful at 

bringing money in? 

MR. SMLTZ: They were. 

COM. MC DONALD: One of their problem ultixmtely 

is not so much whether we debate how the taxpayers are to 

fare or not to fase, brat one of their real problem is that 

they brought in a record amount of money, because they had 

that kind of support? 

MR. STOLTZ: I couldn't tell you how that colmpires 

with other campaigns in the past, but they did have a huge 

influx of contributions right before and right after the 

convention. 

COM. MC WNALB: If you had the go& fortune not 

to have any debt obligations in the primary, and then you 

continued to receive these checks a8 Bush for President, 

Clinton f o r  President, Whomever for President - -  I send you 

my check; what happens to it? 

I write the day after the convention, Clinton for 
President. There is no outstamaing debts. I haven't even 

designated how is going to be the vice president. or we have 

just decided who the vice president is. Do I return that 
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How does it work, would be a more accurate question. money? 

MR. STOLTZ: If you are at that point, in a 

subplus position or let's say zero net outstanding c q i g n  

obligations, you waul& be able to redesignate that check to 

the compliance fund, because you had PO remaining primary 

expenses. 

COM. MC DONALD: Thank you. 

COM. POTTER: Cammisaion McGarry, and then the 

Chairman. 

COM. MC GARRY: As a follow-up to that, Joe, do we 

know how much of the money came in that is in dispute or in 

question, came in after the convention? 

MR. STOLTZ: It was all deposited after the 

convention. 

COM. MC GARRY: I'm sorry? 

MR. STOLTZ: It was all deposited after the 

convention. 

COM. MC m y :  All deposited after the 

convent ion? 

MR. STOLTZ: That's COKr9Ct. 

COM. MC GWEZRY: lind I believe the Cotmiasion has 

taken a stand in an advisory opinion that ~ O R O K  intent is a 

relevant factor. Is that true, Mr. General Counsel? 

MR. NOBLE: Yes. Normally we look a t  donor intent 

- -  first where the check is made aut eo will reflect donor 
- 
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intent, what committee it is made out to. 

COM. MC GARRY: So in the r@port, the audit 

division points out with reference to same aapct of the 

overall audit that the candidate before us' popularity 

really increased dramatically. 

report somewhere was plus 2Q percent in the polla. 

You mentioned in the audit 

MR. STOLTZ: I don't know if we have that figure. 

Actually, I think it was in the Bush-Quayle discussion that 

that was pointed out. 

COM. MC GARRY: That is absolutely right. You are 

refreshirig my memory. 

the Bush campaign making aixl argument that even though it 

appeared that the Bush campaign h a d  the convention locked 

That was part of the reasoning for 

up, and they argued among other things that they were 

working - -  many of the delegates were not committed under 
law to vote for Bush. 

Even though it appeared to most everybody that he 

had the convention locked up, they used that as an argument, 

and said that as a matter of fact, right in the month since 

the Democratic National Convention, the DeInOCtatic nominee's 

popularity rose dramatically, and he was 20 percent plus in 

the polls. 

I mention all these things. If donor intent is a 

factor, is it inconceivable that people after the convention 

or as a result of the conwention were stimulated and 

: . *27044 - 
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persuaded to go for the Democratic nominee, and send money 

to help the campaigxl if donor intent ia a factor? 
If they have the Ilillle of a Committee, Clinton €Or 

President, the average pereon out there isn't distinguishing 

between the GEbAC account and the primary account, and the 

fact that it is coming in after the convention. during this 

period of ineligibility? 

I only point those out that I think perhaps it 

would be worthwhile to, if we can - -  have you categorized 
the various contributions that were impermissibly 

redesignated over to the GELAC account, so-called general 

election compliance account? 

M R .  STOLTZ: We have categorized them by the way 

they are made out. 

COM. MC GARRY: So you would have one category for 

example, they were made out to Clinton for President, which 

we h o w  is the primary Committee? 

MR. STOLTZ: That is correct. Now this was done, 

the Committee references in their response copies of the 

contribution checks and so forth, that they had grouped and 

made available for our review. This come5 off of those 

copies. They ;?gin Qn August 6, because before that they 

have been submitteu for matching. So the Cormittee began 

their analyeis-on August 6. 

I have got an amount here. These may not have 
- 
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been complete batches either. 

they are saying w e r e  not primary contr5hutions - -  a total of 
$1.922 million. of that, 76 percent, or $1.474 million is 

made payable to Clinton for President. 

These are only the ones that 

COM. MC e;ARRY: No indication on the check other 

than that, and no epecific indication of prbary Ctxmittee? 

MR. SMLTZ: Made payable to Clinton for 

President. 

COM. MC GARRY: Did you have a category where 

primary Committee was clearly indicated? For example, there 

was a primary solicitation, and the solicitees were asked to 

check that box off I believe, and sign the card in that 

solicitation. I think you have a copy of it there befoire 

YOU. 

I'm trying to understand - -  
MR. SMLTZ: Leroy is too efficient. He put it 

away. 

While he is looking at  that, the other categories 

that we - -  
CON. MC GARRY: Did you have a category, Joe, that 

indicated primary was - -  like for le, with reference to 

the primary solicitation, primary was not only indicated, it 

was checked, and it was signed? 

MR. STOLTZ: The ewmples that we have don't harve 

a box for primary. 
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COM. MC GARKY: It states primary on the card? 

MR. STOLTZ: These particular ones - -  and I don't 
know how complete a cross-section this is. 

I'm looking at is mImpohtant infonuation for pre-convention 

team members.* It talks about under current law, "Every 

dollar you can contribute up to $250 will be matched by the 

Federal Election Ccanmiseion dollar-€or-dollar. That means 
your check could be worth twice the amount you contribute." 

Then there is a name. address, occupation, name of employer 

box. 

The first one 

This one pretty much says the toame thing, pre- 

convention team members, and says the same thing. 

This one-says W.S. message Bernicel urgent 

reply. 

This one s~ays, "Yea, Bill, I aecept your 

invitation to become a epecial assoeiatc producer of 

Speaks Series of national television broadcasts. 1 

understand how critically important your June media strategy 

is." 

earlier. 

message 8ut early in spite of the obstacles the media or 

anyone else puts in our way. 

check. Please make your personal check payable to: Clinton 

for President.@ 

This one apparently must have gone out smewhat 

"And agree with you strongly that we must get our 

I ' m  rushing you my personal 

Then it also talks about matching funds. 

This third or fourth one is identical to the first 
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two. 

COM. Mc GARRY: Did you put one category where 

the cards were signed, and another category where no card 

other than just the name of the Coxnittee was indicated? 

MR. STOLTZ: In the materials that the Committee 

provided, I donot recall us Rlpmiag acrose any where we had 

a Bigned contributor card. 

we were dealing with caqjlete batches. 

a handful there that the C ttee d i & ' ~ :  provide, because 

they acknowledged that anyone that hae a signed contributor 

card would be a primary contribution. 

The other problem with the; ie that some 

Like I said, I'm not sure that 

There may have been 

solicitations - -  I can't tell you if every one did, or how 

many did - -  did have signature lines on them, particularly 
if you are working in the matching fund environment, and you 

get a joint check, you w a n t  to provide space to get the two 

signatures for matching puxposes. 

However, in a lot of cases I don't think the way 

the information was photocopied, that it shows. Now I don't 

know whether that means that it wasn't signed, or it simply 

wasn't necessary to reproduce that part. It would have been 

difficult to get it all to fit on one page, so I suspect if 

it wasn't needed, it wasn't photocopied. 

But I don't have a breakdown 

signed contributor carda. They didn't 

here 'chat shows 

have any. The way we 
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broke it down was by payee on the check. 

used Clinton for Bresident, Bill Clinton for President, B i l l  

Clinton for Pr@rsident Committee, Clinton for President 

Committee, B i l l  Clinton for President ign, or Clinton 

for President Campaign, and then we have a miscellaneous 

categozy that only has about $1,600 in. it. 

In that case we 

COM. MC GARRr: Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman. 

Thank you, Joe 

CQM. POTTER: Joe, could I clarify, thoae 

solicitations you read, all that referred to the primary and 

spoke of your contribution being available for matching - 
funds, w h a t  happened to the contributions that canbe from 

those solicitations? 

MR. STOLTZ: Some of those are among the ones that 

got redesignated to the compliance fund. 

COM. POTIgR: So some of the contributions 

received from those clearly prbary solicitations were the 

ones that we're discussing that were transferred to the 

GELAC? 

MR. S T O L T Z :  Some of them are. Leroy and I spent 

quite a bit of tb@ flipping through these at  the 

Committee's office, and these were very common among the. 

ones we w e r e  looking at. 

COM. POTTER: Well, I have 

but I just don't see how those  ores 

been listening quietly, 

of contributions aren't 
. 
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primary contributions, whenever received. I mean they are 

solicited for the primary. 

Clinton for President. 

The checko are made out to 

I take the point that not everybody out there 

knows that Clinton for President is a primary name, and 

there is another name for the general, but this Ccanittee 

hac demonstrated that it is capable of soliciting for the 

general election legal and accounting fund, and we've got 

copies of those aolicitatione here. 

raised in their legal ana accounting funa~.  

.- 

m e y  got a lot of money 

So it seem to me that here, where you have 

contributions that are solicited by the primary, and 

received by the primary, and they put them in w h a t  they cal 

a suspense account, then they go to all the trouble to e@n 

out redesignations for them, I think the primary k n e w  what 

it was going on, and they knew that thie was money that 

unless they aid something to  it, or could a0 a 

it, was primary money. That'e how they treated it. 

I don't find the 110.1 argument I guess really 

helpful here. 

if you get money after the date of one election, if it is 

not designated, it is presumed eo be for the next election. 
That regulation obviously applies to House and Senate 

conrmittees. 

The argument is that our regulatioas say that 

I don't know plow you would apply that to a 

27050 
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presidential comnittee, because it is illegal for the 

general election fund to receive private contributions. 

Granted we have samewhat marred the prietine simplicity of 

the system with a GRLAC!, but you have to solicit for the 

G E U C  + 

To say that the GgLAC is the n@xt election 

c d t t e e  I just think is not accurate. 

presidential, a unique system where you have a primary 

committee and we’re doing the primary audit. The next thing 

we are going to do is the general audit for a whole separate 

entity. 

W e  have in the 

Whereas the 110 would apply in a situation where 

you have one committee, and there is an automatic rollaver. 

So smith for Congress raises money and keeps raising mney, 

and it juet all rolls through. You don’t have two separate 

accounts, two separate debts or anything else for that 

rollover purpose. I don’t see how the 110 works. 

I agree with Com. Thomas that the contributors * 
here who are giving in response to these solicitations just 

want to help the candidate. P think Com. McGarry is right, 

there are a lot of people who wanted to help the cdidate 

as they saw he was doing well during the convention period 

and afterwards, but the only candidate they can give to is 

the primary. 

I. - -. _ _  - 

% 

They can’t give to the general election. They can 
. 
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only give to the legal and accounting if they are 

specifically aolicited for that, and they are told that 

money is going to be used for that purpose. 

have response devices t b t  say made out to general election 

legal and accounting. 

That is why you 

They may have wanted to help the camlidate, but 

w m t  they ended up doing -8 enabling the Committee to help 

itself to federal dollars it otherwise woulch't have had an 

entitlement to. If the Committee had kept this money, and 

done what I think they should have done with it, which is 

apply it to the debt, they would have paid their d w t s  with 

private money, and this additional federal money would not 

have been turned over to them. 

So I understand the practical argument, wnich is 

the Committee ended up with more money than it expected to 

have as a result of doing well out of the conventioxl, but I 

still think they should have applied that money to pay their 

debts, rather than moving it over, and let the taxpayers - -  
there is nothing wrong with the Camittee raising all that 

money after the election. That is fine, but I think they 

should have used it first to extinguish those debts, rather 

than going' and hitting the presidential fund for another 

million whatever. 

I -_ - 

Com. Elliott had asked to be recognize&, and then 

tha Vice Chairman. 
. 
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COM. ELLIOTT: I have been listening to this 

discussion for a bong time. 

intent, because I am very big on donor intent, but the 

intent of tholse last minute contributors was to contribute 

to the general election, which i6 clearly illegal, and they 

can't do tMt. So we don't have donor intent, except as an 

illegal act. 

I particularly care about donor 

X think that this money should have been wed 

first for the repayment of the debts. 

extinguished, then mybe to GELAC. This i s  a scheme that 

just takes out money from the fnraidl, and uses money to 

recycle that they would not be eligible €or had they paid 

their debts. 

After they were 

I think we have to go along with the audit 

recommendations, since this has been in the act since the 

beginning; since it has been our practice since the very 

begiming. So I mopIe the adoption of reccmmendation four. 

COM..POTIPER: I€ I may state the motion. Can. 

Elliott has moved the adoption of recommendation four. 

will that amount in recommendation four be altered by what 

factor, Bob? N o t  io dollar sum, but how do you want that 

phrased? 

NOW 

MR. COSTA: To Bay mended subject t o . a  
I '  

recalculation based on the Comnissionls prior repayment 

determinations. That, we can da. 

* 
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COM. PO?TER: SO corn. Elliott's motion, if I may 

restate it, and see if she approves of it is the Coolarission 

approve recormendation four, that the Camrmittee make a 

repayment to the United States Treasuryc and the amount 

would be $3,340,309 minus the amounts that the Cadasnission 

has detedned need not be paid in its calmlatiom on 

rec-dations one, two aad three. 

Discuraeion of the motion. Mr. Vice C!hi?iirman? 

COM. MC DONALD: Thank you, 5%. Chaiman. 

This is really just a question in general, 

maybe I could ask the counsel or audit, either one. I 

recall - -  it is interesting, because it seeme a8 though the 
interest in the donator intent, which I tried to pitch on 

time some years ago and loet, that's why I no longer find 

these as compelling as I did. 

In the 1984 Reagan matter in w h i c h  the money was 

transferred, actually flowing the oth@r way, without the 

donor being apprised of it, we didn't even ask. 

weren't even required to ask for redesignation, is that not 

correct? That the GELaC money that come in, the primary? 

They 

There you had a situation where the president was 

very popular. Obviously, he had no one who was contesting 

his election. Donors sent in a massive amount of money. 

Then the next thing I recall is that the money was moved 

over to the GELAC. 

_ - c  27054 - . .  . .  
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MIZ. STOLTZ: I don't recall off the top of my head 

how the 1984 Reagan campaign finished; whether or not they 

were in a surplus or a deficit position. 

COM. MC  DO^: I think it is different in one 

sense. It is certainly not different in the donator sense, 

because what they did was they took the money, moved it over 

to the GELAC. 

heated debate at that point, well, wait a minute, how can 

they do that without the donor knowing what it Was for? I 

think it was excess money, if memory semes me right. 

just want to be sure about the donative intent aspect of the 

procem . 

The question was raised during a rather 

I 

MR. STOLTZ: I don't know whether Bob recalls rhe 

specifics of that case or not. It wasn't one of the ones I 

worked on, 

MR. COSTA: The only thing that strikes me is that 

he was in a eurplus position at that time. 

transfer being allowed to occur. 

recollection is - -  

I do recall the 

Beyond that my 

C8M. POTTER: C m .  Thomas? 

COK. THOWS:  Well, I think Corn. McDonald brings 

up an interesting point. 

issue of what can you do with money you get in terms of 

being able to move it over to the GELAC fund. 

fund is something that the Ccmmission has created by 

Now we have struggled with this 

The GELAC. 

* 
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rggulation. 

It is an effort to recognize that without some 

ability to raise some private donation money, some private 

contribution money during the general election phase, all of 

those legal and accounting expenses to comply with our law, 

would have to be paid for out of the public entitlement that 

is provided for under the statute. 

reasonable, and let the public money that is given to the 

candidates be used for campaigning 

It wam an attempt t o h  

80 on. 

But we have basically created this alternative 

vehicle for fund raising during the gcmeral election, and 

the contribution limits are the same jEor that phase as they 

are during the primary. 

candidates raising contributions for the general election in 

essence, albeit for this epecialized fund. W e  now have to 

live with the consequences of that. 

So we see the presidential 

The Bush caxpaigm very actively raised money for 

its GELAC fund. All the presidential candidates h v e  done 

that, and it seema to me that we can't take a position that 

we have to unrealistically or excessively restrict their 

ability to raise money for their GELAC fund. 

specifically authorized. 

It ia 

It is 

money 

I grant you here this is kind of an odd situation. 

unlike any that we have had before. 

that came in after the date of the convention. 

This is moving 

- 
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-is involved I chink a movement of money that came in 

after - -  I ' m  sorry, before the convention, not after. 

It is worth aeking I think also whemff in 

connection with the Dukthkis audit, if any one recalls, was 

there any post-nomination money that came in there, and was 

that treated as primary election money that shoulcl have be- 

treated a8 part of the ourplus. such that we would extract a 

ratio repayment? 

MR. STOLTZ: Post date of in@ligplaility fuads 

never wind up in the surplus, with the minor exception of . 

IPlip Tape C-3 from Side W to Si&@ 8, test lost.] 

COM. rn : We treat contt.iht:tarm as pr 

contributions when we are at a point of trying to figure out 

whether it results in an entitlement repayment, but for 8- 

reason we donst treat them as part of the primary f if 

it is an issue of whether there is a primary surplus 

repayment. 

So there is kind of an oddity built into the 

process there. This process has oddity upon oddity upon 

oddity, when all is said and done. 

I only come bask t o  the simple proposition that if 

I were in the Campaign's ahoes, looking at the d ating 

state of the law, I would go through the regulation, f 

would go to 'the Helms adurisory inion, an& 1 worpla see a 
- 

- 
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Commission ruling saying that thoee regulations require that 

the contributor's signature appear on the same document that 

containa the words of designation, i.e., the check or the 

contributor slip. 

The worela of designation - -  I have assumed that 
that in essence meam you have got to put ecmnething on ther 

that clariEfee which election the contribution is intendee 

for. You can't jus t  rely on the of the Cammittee. 

That obviously wouldn't raake sense if the aame of the 
Committee didn't change, as Com. McDOMld brought out. 

So if you are looking at the position that the 

Committee was in. 

cbsigeation rules. 

the post-nomination contributiom they have gotten in cax~ be 

treated a8 monies that they will get contributor 

authorization t o m @  to GELaC for, 

going to submit for watching. 

They axe trying to figure out OUT 

"hey are trying to figure out which of 

which they were 

I just don't see it as a case where based on the 

eaeisting law we can take the position that this 

question has to be treated as primary election money. 

mean I can understand all of the policy a 

know you have to take these cases as they exist, and YOU 

have to at least acknowledge the position that these 

Ca~paigns find themaelwee in trying to interpret oplr law. 

Aa we have found time and tiwe again, it ain't 

in' 

I 

nte, but you 

- 
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easy. 

course of the yca.rs trying to implement these provisioBs, 

Having listened to the discussion, and having heard the 

position of the auditors, and I think they have done a fine 

job in bringing this issue to us, and the counsel's office 

as well, I just have to eay QP balance it lcoka to me like 

the legal construction that YOU have to put here is that 

these were not primary contributions, and accordingly, they 

would not be included as a primary asset for purposes of th@ 

entitlement calculation. 

We have had some real humdinger issues mer the 

Thank you. 

COM. POTTER: Can. Aikena, and t h a  the general 

counsel. 

COM. AIKENS: Well, f just w a n t  to say, I think 

our regulations are perfectly clear. 

not exceed the contributor'@ limit for the primary election 

may be redesignated and deposited in a legal and accounting 

compliance fund only if the contributione represent funds in 

excess of any amount needed to pay remaining primary 

expenses. 

Contributiom t 

I had no problem with them redesignating anything 

that is left m@r after they pay their primary debt. 

can transfer everything after they pay the debt, but they 

are not entitled tQ get more matching bunds. The section B 

on that sarne section is the contributions not been 

They - -  

. 
- 
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submitted for matching. These contributiom were submitted 

for matching. 

we are going against OUT regulations. We are 

going asainst our policy. 

by saying under 110 they can redesignate. 

P don't see how we can justify it 

COM. POlTER: General counsel? 

MR. NOBLE: I appreciate @an. Thosaaa' concern 

about confusion that exists in the law. I'm afraid though 

that this analysis will raioe far more questions than it 

answers. First of all jus t  to make it clear, nobody i t s  

saying - -  this has been said - -  that they can't mise m ~ e y  

for the GSLAC. N M ~  is Baying tbt taey could not 

transfer money after a l l  their debts were paid. 

not penalizing them for being very succeseful in fund 

raising - 

- 

And we're 

At its heaa this issue ctxuesi Bovn t o  the old 

rtlixed pool th@ory of money. That the idea that the Y 

they are working with in a matching fund mystem i e 8  part 

federal money, part private money, and that they cannot . 
divert the private money out of the system so that more 

federal mosey is used for the debts. 

one large pool. 

It's supposed to be 

After all that federal Hnogey i s  taken out of  that 

pool, then they can transfer the private contributione. So 

I think at its heart we are dealing hare with just the very 
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concept of the matching fund system. 

we are raising store queetions than we are 

in the context of what is now going to be conmidared a 

designated contribution. 

But where I ' m  afraid 

wering here .is 

We have a situation here that a number of ehese 

contributions were raised with primary solicitations, and 

tbey were made out to the primary Camittee's name. 

question is, in the future are we going to say that leaves 

an open question of donor intent? 

questioning what the donor meant, as long as the check is 

made out ta the CansrruEttee. 

The 

We nonnally don't get to 

I have never seen a situation where albeent E)- 

other evidence that the donor had stme other intention, that 

we would go back agd question the donor. If these 

contributions are not considered designated for the primary, 

then as I mentioned earlier, it raises eerious questioae for 

this case and in future cases of whether th@y can be matched 

without mre, because now we have a situation where we are 

saying that donor intent is not clear, because they are not 

clearly designated, yet we have matched them in many cases. 

So I'm afrair3 that we are now going to ar3a 

confusion upon what in other areas, we may have sarrme 

confusion. 

COM. POTTER: Corn. McGarry. 

COM. MC GAPZRY: Do you take the position, Larry, 
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that if the xxme of the primary CaQlsnCittee, or the naane of 

the Camittee is the payee, that is diapesitiV@ of the 

si twtion? 

MR. NOBLE: I would say absent some written 

designation in the other direction at the tim@ of the 

solicitation, yes, 

cosrl. PlIC GAlRRY: A conclusive preeunrgtfon. 

MR. NQBLB: Yes, again, absent other 

contemporaneous evidence. 

card that said, and the solicitation said it's for the 

GELAC, and they signed something saying it is for the GBLAC, 

and they made it out to the Clinton for President Committee, 

then I would say there is a strong ald 

If they had sent a contributor 

t that was meant 

for the GELAC, but that's not what we are dealing with here. 

OM. MC GARIhY: It is clear thnt the c fgn did 

eeek redeefgnation fran the contributor, is that correct? 

MR. NQBLE: Absolutely. 

COM. MC B done lawfully and- 

compliant as Far a% seeking the rec9esignation within the' 

required 60 day pcrioa and so on? 

M. NQBLE: Yes, but if they are seeking a 

redesignation is to m e  mything, ennd the c ttee claims it: 

was a mistake, but if it is not looked at as a mistake, then 

what it shows is that they firet recognized these as primaxy 

contributions, and then as Can. Mkens aaye, the regulation 
- 
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comes into play and says that they cannot redesignate thee@ 

as long as they have debt. 

COM. MC GARRY: And we're c d n g  about mney that 

came in after the convention? 

m. NOBLE: Yes. 

COM. MC GARRY: In a casnbination of all those 

circumstances, I don't see how you can ignore - -  I woula not 

agree with you, Larry, on conclusive preemption, just on 

the name of the payee. 

important factor, even thwtgh it might have been wrong in 

your judgment, I respectfully disagree with you. I think 

even if it was wrong to get the redesignation, that they 

properly did within 60 days, it wasn't sormething that the 

contributor wasn't a party to. After all of that, coming in 

after the convention, I find it difficult: to agree with the 

recommendation in the report on that item. 

I think the donor intent is an 

COM. POTTER: Joe. 

MR. STOLTZ: A couple of points that go back a 

little ways in the discussion. First, speaking to donor 

intent, the solicitations that I had read earlier of course 

reference matching fun*, which is clearly a pr imaxy  

election program, not a general election program. 

a 

We also have a copy of the Committee's final 

solicitation, which ia a debt retirement solicitation, and 

also contains .tpe.mtching fund language. 
1 '  - - .  

27063 
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In addition to that, the recpiremnts for 

contributions into the compliance fund under sources says 

chat all solicitations for contrilautions to this fund shall 

clearly state that such contributions are being solicited 

for this fund. So it would therefore seem that unle~s they 

are redesignated or solicited for that purpose, perhaps that 

regulation is not met. 

Also to go back t o  a point that the Chairman 

raised a little earlier - -  
COM. THOMAS: Joe, aren't all the InonieS that are 

at issue that were mewed over to GELAC in fact redesigmted? 

. ._ MR. STOLTZ: They are, assuniay t the 

redesignation was pernriassible, bowever, if it is ihssumed 

they were primary to begin with and required a 

redesignation, then I think 9003.3 c B iato play, the 

redesignation woulbn't have been pemdssible f a  

COM. THQMlS: If. 

MR. STOLTZ: If. 

COM. POTTER: Joe, so the solicitation for the debt 

retirement, where did the proceeds for that go? 

MR. STOLTZ: That came into the primary, as best 

we know. 

COM. POTTER: It stayed there? 

MR. STOLTZ: Sam@ of that may well have been 

transferred a8 well. It has the same card on it that the 
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others did. 

convention team mesnberer.* 

mImportant information for Clinton pre- 

COM. POTTER: And you have cards like that being 

transferred to the GgLAC? 

Em. STOLTZ: Y e s .  

COM. POTTER: With debts outstding? 

MR. STBLTZ: Yes. 

The other question, if these are all to be 

considered undesignated contributions, therefore by 

definition general election, as Larry alluaed to earlier, 

the matchability of those contributions I think cames into 

question, particularly with reB ct to that last matching 

fund submission. 

I did a little digging around yeeterday Po the 

computer files, ant3 it would meem that of t 

that we paid out, all but $5118,888 

contributions that were deposited - -  I can't say as to the 

check date - -  but deposited aiter the date of ineligibility. 

$2.8 million 

* 

It would appear that there is a significant 

question as to whether those would be matchable. If that is 

true, then how does this impact other campaigns who m y  have 

had matching funds paid out on the-basis of post date of 

ineligibility contributions? EbdmittecUy, most of them 

didn't have a general election caxpaign, but there are some 

number of them who receive matching flands based on 
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contributiorw that were received after the &ate of 

ineligibility, and would under a strict reading of 110, 

appear to be contributions foe the n@xt el@ction, whatever 

that might be. 

COM. PtXTBR: Juet following tbat argument through 

though, surely though if we end up not d e t e e g  that 

these were priraapy contributiom, then they couldn't have 

been nratehedl. 

MR. STOLTZ: That is the point, yes. Then how 

does that impact on a campaign who doesn't bave a general 

election? 

COM. POTTER: How da@s it ct on this c ignl 

MR. STOLTZ: Well, in this c 

what we would hav@ to ded is go back and re-epralurate the last 

couple of matehing fund submissions, hold as ununatchable 

any contribution that was ated after +Be date of 

ineligibility. 

I can't tell you now what the result of that would 

be. I think that s~~bmission, the last one we paid acmething 

close to 99 petcent of the request. 

COM. POTTER: How large was the request? 

KR. STOLTZ: Two point eight million dollars, 

contain@d I believe 67,000 transactions. 

COM. POTIgR: I ' m  not sure the C ttee ends up - 
- I aon't know how the numbers work out 0 -  I'm no& sure they 

.. 
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end up better that way. 

MR. STBLTZ: 73ley may not. 

em. Bo?TER: corm. ThaaaaS? 

c o ~ .  THOMAS: well, I suppose you could take that 

approach. The fact is, is it not, that these contributions 

are, as Larry described them, in sort of a never-nev@r land 

or in limbo? They are contributions that have many aspects 

of appearing to be primary related, but in fact they didn't 

meet the technical requirement of designation. 

1 mean at what point do you come down on a 

committee and basically say it's Catch-22. 

to give you any discretion to figure out how to atructure 

your matching fund program submissions. 

give you any leeway whatsoever, and particularly where as 

here, it is quite clear that these dlifferent sets of 

contributions got quite different tr 

We're not going 

We're not going to 

AS t o  the ones which the C is making the 

pitch should be treated a5 general related, they went back 

to each and every one, and they got a m i t t e n  stat 

within 60 days saying, yes, make that a GEmC contribution. 

As I said, these mlee that we have are pretty 

obtuse, and it seems to me that where you don't have an 

indication that the Committee bad any clear indication that 

thia is the kind of result that would obtain, you have got 

that awkward situation where a conunittee is getting in a lot 
- 
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of contributions and it doesn't really h o w  on a day-to-day 

basie once it makes a matching fund oUb&nission, how much 

private money is going to come in, and how that i s  going to 

affect your ultimate entitlement. 

There has to be ~ c m e  way that you can adrawledge 

that basically as the Comnitte@ did here, thcme 

contributione that came in up to the August 6 date, which 

had many aspects of donative intent, a8 Ccm. I&lPiott noted, 

of being primary contributions, they could go ahead and 

submit for matching. 

As of that paint where they were willling to go 

back and get specific authorization, they were able to 

basically read the rules such that they could treat those as 

money they could move to GGLBC. 

internally inconsistent. 

22, it Beem8 to me. 

I really don't see that as 

We wouldn't have to apply a Catch- 

CCM. POTTER: General soumel? 

MR. NOBLE: I don't tMnk thio a Ciatch-22. I 

do think it is a question of consistency. 

checks are in never-never land. 

those checks were designated for the primary, and they are * 
primary contribution checks. 

I don't think the 

I am sayi5g that I think 

I would think if you disagree with that, and you 

say they are undesignated, then you have to treat the checks 

consistently, in which case they are not designated for the 
- 

5. 
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primary, in which case they are not matchable. The 

regulations on matchability say the written inst-ts 

shall be payable on demand, and to the order of, or 

specifically endorsed without qualification to the 

presidential candidate. 

If thils was not payable on demand to the 

presidential candidate, then it ahould not have been 

matched. We're not looking for a Catch-22, but it also 

shouldn't be tails they win, heads we lose. It is either 

they are primary contributions 02: they axe not primary 

contributions. If they are not primary contributions, then 

I understand the a r m t  for transferring them to the 

GELAC, but then they should not be matched. 

I think that is an inconsistency that is going to, 

be difficult to recancile down the line, of how you say the 

same exact contribution can be in one instance matchdl, and 

the next instance decided that it is not in fact a prinaary 

contribution. 

COM. l l iOMas: I hope we don't lose sight of the 

fact if they were submitted for matching, they do have to be 

included in their cash on hand analysis, unlike thebe other 
J ones. So there is a nrajor difference, it se to me. If 

they are submitting them for amtching. they are conceding 

that those do have to be included in the assets calculation 

for NOCO entitlements. So there is a dramatic difference 
- 
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right there on its face. 

MR. NOBLE: That difference leaves it totally up 

to the Coxunittee, and a totally subjective decision on the 

Cormittee's of whether they are going to consider something 

matchable or not matchable. 

to decide whether it is nratchable, and whether you think in 

fact i t  was designated for the primary c 

the only issue I'm raising. 

Here it is up to the Conanieeion 

ttce. That ie 

COM. POTTER: Cam. McGarry, and I think Joe 

StoltZ. I'm S O P q ,  Cam. McDonald. 

COM. MC DONALD: Well, 1'11 say just generically 

if there was ever a Came for the concept of block grants, I 

am going to ask at the b@ginning of the next year just how 

much time it has taken to do all the audits. I think the 

auditors &ave done a very goo6 jeb. 

all. 

I don't doubt that at 

There is a reoccurring theme here that is very 

interesting. 

was to get people into the eystem who did not have an 

opportunity. 

lost, so the eystem laas worked reaeonably well. 

The whole process of the presidential system 

Three times out of five the incumieg party has 
f 1 

! 

t ! 
t 

I think the a nta made by my colleagues are * 
t 

very good, I really do. I say that very seriously. I think 

these are not easy areas. f think both sides are i 

I 

frustrated. 1 can cite a number of cases where I feel as I 

i - 0 
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strongly as some of my colleagues feel about this case, and 

some of them when it actually made a difference before the 

election, instead of two years after. 

So I understand the frustration level at this 

commission, but one of the things that strikes me above all 

else, and that xeaybe we ought to utilize either in this 

procesa or going to some 80rt of process where there is sane 

sort of bright line test, as Coat. Elliott alluded to 

earlier, and w e  would obviously even have an argument over 

that I‘m sure, but at least she is heade8 in the right 

direction about the kind of  frustration that we all share. 

* 

It has been said repeatedly, you kaow the 

Coxanittee takes advantage of this, because the Ccrnanittee 

wants to get the rmaximum out of it and nraXimi2c the amount 

of public money. 

if that i s  what you take. 

Truly a startling revelation in politics, 

What we h o w  is that under mat 

of the two presidential committeca could have gotten $13.8 

million. They could have fashioned - -  I think this 
Committee would have been better off if it had the same ~ a m e  

in the primary slnd in the general, ironically. But because 

they weren’t sitting in the White House at the time, 

obviously that made it more difficult. 

I don’t doubt - -  I have had arguments with my 

colleagues for years here about w h a t  constitutes in 
.) 
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connection with an election. 

makes issues like this pale into CCmpariBOn. 

here you have a ceiling uhich is permissible under the law. 

Neither eide reached the ceiling, but they could have. 

I must say to you that it 

But at least 

When I listened to all the arguments andl to all 

the debate, and look at how m& the twpayer fund gave out 

in this last election - -  close to $150 million. It's mer 

that if you take into account the conventions. How much 

wer@ the conventions, Joe? 

PARTIcIpm: TW@nty-tWQ. 

COM. MC DONALD: Twenty-two together? 

PARTICIPAEPP: Yes. 

COM. MC DoNEatD: so you're at about $170 million. 

PAFtTICSPANT: Oxae hundred seventy-fiwe point six. 

COM. MC DONALD: yQU; $175.6 dlliOn I hW? 

been advised. That sounds pretty official to me. 

W e  have debated thi8 around and around and we 

I think the auditore have done a very gsod job. ahould. 

think they have done a vexy thorough job. 

I 

But there is kind 

of an underlying - -  and I don't doubt ' 8  oincerity, 

because ae I say, I have 'these aamcs fmtratiorns when I've 

talked about either perso~~l use or senatorial elections, or 

in connection with; the list is somewhat eaclless, BO I can 

appreciate the problem. 

The on@ thing that is clear, Igm not so sure that 
. 
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we wouldn't Be better off as a c d s ! & o n ,  as would the 

regulated coumunity, which at least was an effort Com. 

Elliott was trying to get at earlier when she talked about a 

bright line test in relationship to President Bush, that if 

C d t t e e s  have the wherewithal - -  and this business about 
aitting around, trying to figure out whether you san 

maximize your money or ~)(lt, and what a terrible revelation 

that is to scunebody, I'm not sure who. 

I would feel badly about it if it wasn't 

designated under our current system. That in fact that is 

how much money these c d t t e e s  could get. I do 

respectfully differ with my colleagues about when these 

checks are received, and whether they can be applied or not. 

One of the things we might do that would take this 

frustration out of it for all sides is allow the Committees 

to use the R E L X ~ ~ ~  amount if they get it, regardless of the 
time, because in essence that's where w@ are. Neither one 

of these committees still came up to the maacj.ntum that they 

are allowed under the law. 

I am just Saying that one 02 the things that 

strikes me is we spend countless hours on 

to talk about ultimately Pn this section, 

nwar was quite clear - -  $1.4 million? 1 

' :  
this. We're going 

roughly about - -  I 
still don't quite 

have it. 

arguing abaut in thie rPection right here? 

1s that kind of where we are, roughly we're 

. - i n 7 3  
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MR. STOLTZ: Should Com. Thoma' analysis be 

applied, then we are talking about $1.4 million versus $3 

million. 

CW. EaC DONALD: Well, then let's say the 

difference in the debate is $1.6 roughly, right? 

MR. STOLTZ: That is Correct. 

c8M. MC DONALD: Not $2.6 raillion, $1.6 million. 

See, you've been sitting here as 1 Q q  as I have. 

out of $176 million that basically we b o w  has gone Out to 

this process. 

and maybe we should have never gotten into the GEWLC to 

begin with, ever. 3t don't b o a r  the answer to that. I adnot 

know hoar these c d t e e e s  can work without it, quite.- 

frankly, in this day and time. 

"hat is 

That doesn't make any of it less significant, 

But I do think it is important to put 5t in  the 

context of a l l  of this process, beeauac it i a  a frustrating 

process. 

and it'e not my goal to punish them, 

regardlese, is going to be in not an easy status when this 

is all over regardless of the findings on this particular 

issue. 

It ie not my goal CQ give cowmittees an achmntage, 

This C 

I applaud Cam. Elliott f0r rimrin the mtlon,  aad 

I am ready to vote, if everyboagr else is. 

Chaixman. 

Itia up to the 

COM. Pf3TTRR: I thought you w@re going to say you 

- 
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were ready to support it. 

m. m: D O W :  1'm rea* to vote on it. Is that 

all right? 

COM. POTpEa: Joe, you haw! I hope, a very short 

word I 

Mt. S'lDlaTZ: It's V ' @ q  8 h Q e .  GOhg baek tO the 

poiot of how we ehould tr@at these contributiogs if they-ar 

to be considered undesigmaeet3, whether the August 5-6 date 

comes into play. 

the explanation justification on 110 is a statement that 

says these guidelines clarify that the designations must be 

made by the contributor, and not the recipient ccmmittee. 

The one thing that struck me in reading 

Where it se that if we allow same of these to 

b@ considered primary and subimitted for matching, while 

others to be genesal election by their very nature, I'm not 

sure that it is consistent with that proposition either. 

COM. MC GARRY: One quick question that very 

Waer the payee point on the mney submitted €or matching. 

identical. in all cases on those checluj? 

am. STOLTZ: To the ones that weren't submitted? 

em. Mc GARRY: Yea. 

MFt.  STQLTZ: Yes. 

CQM. MC GARRY: And what was the payee on the 

money that was submitted for matching? 

submitted for matching, some weren't. 

You said some were 
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MR. STOLTZ: Right- It breaks the August 5-6 

date, and they varied: Clinton for Pr@5idsnt, Bill Clinton 

fo r  President, sonre of them just made payable to GOV. 

Clinton. 

mM. MC 6ARRY: So there were different payees? 

MR. STOLTZ: The later ones w@r@nat any different. 

CQM. Ibc GARRY: Thank you. 

COM. POTPHR: There hebg no further discuseion of 

C Q ~ .  Elliott's motion to approve the reromn@ndation of the 

audit. division as amended by the c d s s i o n a a  earlier votes, 

recommendation four. please say aye. Those opposed to the 

motion. 

Madame Secretary, the motion fails by a vote of 

three to three. Carns. Elliott, Potter, and A i k e ~ s  voting in 

favor of ehe motion, Cans. Thomas, McDonald, and M a r y .  

voting against the motion. 

Whereupon the motion failed to pass.] 

That rec-adation not having been agreed to, w e  

have one more reccpmnexu3ation in this audit report, and then 

we have the general in front of us, although Bob Costa tells 

me that it is largely a mirror image, and thus most of the 

decisions have already been made. 

I see two people asking to be recognized. I will 

do that, and then I'm proposing we take a short recesa 

before continuing. 

. 
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Com. Elliott? 

COM. ELLIOTT: X would like to take the 

prerogative of moving r e c m n h t i o n  five. 

COM. POTTER: Bob Costa? 

I ' m  sorry. Madame Secretary, cm. Elliott has 
moved recoamrendation five. 

Bob Costa? 

MR. COSTA: Only that it is my understanding that 

give it is a three to three decision, there i5 effectively 

no repayment required. 

CQM. POTTER: Under recommendation four. 

MR. COSTA: Right. 

COM. POTTER: That would noe affect amy of the 

repayments required by any of the other recommendations. 

MR. COSTA: Ny question was with respect to four. 

It is further my understanding that the audit report would 

ji.. 

reflect that the Commission could make no determination 

concerning this payment, and language to that effect would 

be added to the report and recirculatad. 

CQM. POlTJ3R: That is my understanding. Is that 

the counsel's understanding? 

MR. NOBLE: Yes. 

PA6cTfCIPANT: This is just taking out the $1.4 

million in question, ao that it would go down to $2 million 

MR. COSTA: Oh, there are still repayments. It's 
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only the issue of excess entitlement. 

MU. STOLTZ: No, there is etill an amount there. 

It would be significantly reduced. 

MR. NOBLE: There will be no repayment based on 

the three to three vote. 

that the Commission did vote for, but that part of it will 

be taken out. 

There will be other repayments 

MR. COSTA: I think what I'm tsying to raise 

rather inarticulately here is that there could, I psesume, 

be some additional ( b ) l  repayment that etill potentially 

could be applied here if you were to exclude all of these 

contribution8 that are at issue, and not apply them, but' 

apply the othera, and the effect of the remaining repayment: 

issues, there still could be an entitlement 

It's my understanaing that this voee three to 

three only relates to these contributions, and that should 

there be a (bll repayment entitlement irmeue, that the 

Commission would still require that to be repaid. 

COM. POZTER: This vote only relates to these 

transfers to the GELAC and whether they should have been 

considered a5 you recamended, primary contributions 

encountered against the debt. If there arc any other 

questions that that vote raises, we havc not resolved them 

yet. 

Corn. Thomas? 
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COM. THOMAS: Yes, historically when thio kind of 

problem has come up where we have disagreed as to a part of 

an entitlement repayment, there has been a subsequent motion 

to approve the reconrmendation except for that portion upon 

which there has disagreement. 

if we do as we have in the past, a (b ) I  entitl@x&mt 

That way there would then be, 

repayment that relates to what is left. 

So I am happy to make that motion, Mr. Chairman, 

and I do 80.  

COM. POlTER: We have a motion in front of you on 

recommendation five, which we haven't gotten to yet. X 

don't mind doing it now, but is there any discussion of 

recommendation five, which Ps the discussion of the sale 

dates checks? 

There being none from the c o w e l  - -  
PARTICIPANT: I don't know w h a t  that figure is 

going to be. 

COM. PO"ER: Correct we, but don't we know wh6t 

the figure is in reconrmendation fiv@, which is the $40,859? 

MR. COSTA: Yes, there is no problem with the 

recommendation five. 

COM. POTTgR: So let me r@state that motion as 

approvingsecommendation five to require, pursuant to the 

discussion, preceding recommendation five, the initial 

determination. that $40,895 is payable in this r@coennendation 
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to the United States Treasury pursuant 11 CFR 9038.6. 

should be clear on what's there. 

That 

Any further discussion of that motion? There 

being none, those in favor say aye. Those oppoeed. 

That motion passes Madame Secretary, by a vote of 

six to zero. 

IWhereupon the motion was lll~animauslp approved. 1 

Corn. Aikens. 

COM. AIKENS: I want to ask what happens now to 

those funds received after the date of ineligibility that 

were matched, and that now are declared to be GELAC 

contributions, and thus not matchable? 

MR. COSTA: I don't believe there been a 
Commission determination as to matchability and 

nonmatchability of  those contri)butions at all. The vote, niy 

understanding is three to three. 

diapositive. 

those contributions. 

There is nothing 

Nothing has been determined with regard to 

COM. POTTER: Will you corn@ back to ubl with a 

reconwendation that issue? 

MR. COSTA: I would defer to counsel in thia 

instance. There is a legal question here. The conmission, 

it seeins to me, in a vote of three to three, three 

conmissioners are saying these are primary contributions, 

and three conrmfissieners are slaying they are not. 1 can't 

27080 . 
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tell you whether there is an isrsue of matchability or not. 

COM. m: General counsel? 
MR. NOBL~: In my view, there is an issue of 

matchability. 

four votes to have that reviewed. If a motion was made to 

have the audit division review those identical contributions 

for the question of matchability and report back, we could 

proceed that way. If that didn't pass, then we would kndw 

it is not worth doing. 

The question would be whether there would be 

COM. AIKENS: A l l  right, Mr. Chairnrrur, 1 will move 

that those monies that were received after the date of 

ineligibility but not matched, to be declared to - -  were 
matched, to be declared - -  no, they were not matched, to be 
declared to be GELAC contributions, that were matched, I ' m  

sorry, and thus not matchable. 

1'11 get it right in a minute. ItPs quite 

possible this motion will not pass, but I think we ought to 

make it clear by our action or inaction that if we allow 

this transfer of funds to the GEXAC, and the resultant . 
papent of the dollars of public funds for primary debts, 

because the Committee argues that the contributions received 

after the date of ineligibility were not primary 

contributions, rather that it read -designated 

contributions received after the primary election, and 

pursuant to general election contributions. 
.. 

- 
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NOW I think we have to decide what about all those 

contributions that were received as part of the mame 

solicitations, that are now being cla to be for the 

general election all along, that were in fact submitted by 

the primary conanittee, and then matched vith public funds? 

Surely at a bare minimum, we should require that 

all the matching fundm that were paid to m e  C 

contributions received after the date of ineligibility be 

required to be repaid to the United States 'kreasury, since 

the Committee itslelf argues that contributions received 

after the convention should net be considered primary 

contributions, but should be considered uadesignated general 

election contrihtioas for the GBLWC. 

COM. POTTER: All right, let me try to restate-the 

motion. 

to be primary funds, and t ferrea to the C after the 

date of ineligibility are not subject to 2aatchAng. 

Moved that funds not determined by the Ccmmission 

NOBLE: 84y understanding is that it was a mtion 

that those contributions post August 5, that were identical 

to the - -  not those motions, those contributions post August 
5, post DOT, that were identical to the contributions at 

issue here would be declared ?me 

Cm. "HCBfAS: %t doesn't do a y  good, because 

they weren't submitted matching. 

MR. COSTA: There were 8 that were submitted to 
27082 . 
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matching. 

declared to be noaBlatchable. 

ones that were not submitted. 

Those that were sukmitted for matching would be 

Th@y were identical to the 

COM. TXOWS: Pram the period July 15 through 

August 51 

MR. COSTA: Yem, from Suly 15 to August 5 there 

were contributions subaaitted for matching arfaic41 were 

identical to the contribution at issue here. X t  i e r  

understaxding the subetance of the mation would Be to 

conduct a review to determine how laany sf thoae 

contributions - -  of those contria)UtiI9PEl, those that were 
submitted far matching between July 15 andl August 5, were 

submitted for matching, and therefore would b@ detennin@d 

nonmatchablc and repayable. 

COM. po?TIcIz: Bob, you appear to have the finnest 

grasp OR what the motion should be for the purpose of giving 

you instruction. 

said? 

Would you mind restating what you just 

MR. COSTA: That the audit diviglion be airected to 

CORdUCt a review of contrf&ucions sul.lmitter.3 which are * 

identical to the contributions at issue here, and to 

identify those contributions which were matched, and follow 

with a recammendation that they be repaid. 

CW.  POTTER: Madame Secretary, do you have that 

motion, or do you -6 any portion of that repeated? 
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PABTIC~PANT: May 1 h a w e  it repeated one atore 

time? 

CON. POTTRR: Resolved that the &Wit division be 

directed to conduct a review of the contributions which are 

identical to those contributions conaidered by the 

Conmission in rec tion four, a8d - -  
MR. COSTA: m t  OE: the baais of that rav iew of 

matching € ~ d s  suhitted, make a recoamPendatIaa that thaee 

contributions be repaid. 

COM. POTTER: Those whish w e r e  matched. 

MR. COSTA: Y e s ,  be repaid. 

COM. POTTER: Be rapaid. 

MR. COSTA: That is correct. 

COM. PCYFFER: So youore trying to see if any of 

the ones after the date of ineligibility that l w k  like 

t h i s ,  were in fact matched? 

MR. COSTA: Yes. 

COM. POTTER: Okay, i s  that tion clear? 

i8@U@ just voted 

in, ju5t so people are not confused. 

COM. POTTKR: I guess I'm not sure It is the same 

issue!. 

COM. AIlcENS: It isn't the s issue. It's not. 

COM. MC M3ppAtB: It i s .  It is the 8 issue. It 

l has &en Cut back, but the 8- issue. Let's juat vote it. 

- 
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I apologize, Mp:. Chairman. 

COM. m: Well, E don't think it is the same 

issue, in all due respect. ?%e CcasaPnission can decide 

whether or not they are primary contributions, but there are 

results and effects of making that desision, as the audit 

division pointed out as we were discussing it. 

not a question of having decided what route w@ are going to 

take. 

So this is 

Are we going 'to be consistent with that? 

COM. MC DONALD: There is no uee ycu and I having 

a ping-pong match. This was the debate brought up. It is 

read from the Q X ~ C ~  same pronouncements that were made 

earlier. Let's vote. 

COM. TnoMAs: If I could just clarify, you C Q U ~ ~  

take the position that you have to now treat all past-DOT 

contributions as non-primary contributions. That was tht 

position that Larry was trying to stake out, and Joe 

mentioned. And I laid out the argument that you don't have 

to look at it that way, and that seems to be the difference 

. .  - of opinion. 

In my view, I call it a Catch-22. I might refer 

to it as a foolish consistency perbps, if that is w h a t  you 

are striving for. It seems to me that it's an effort to 

basically say that the Committee has absolutely no leeway in 

this matching fund program, and no matter which way they 

operate, we are going to extract back this a~louat: of mney. 
- .  .. . - ?  
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It seems to me that there are lrriany good arguments 

as to why there should he dffferent treatment accorded to 

them. They should k able to basically treat these 

contribu:ioxm the way they did. 

So I grant the 5 i x m a n  that the issue ie slightly 

different in that this deals with a question of rolnether or 

not having elecided that the ones which came in after August 

6 don’t necessarily generate an entitlement reppent, we 

have to do the same for all, but I just happen to dieagree 

with that decision. 

Thaak you. 

COM. POTTER: Cam. Aikena? 

W. A I W S :  Well, I don’t agree that this is the 

This is allowing them to have it both ways, and ~ a m e  ilssue. 

I don’t agree with that. 

received after the DOI. 

primary SonttibutiQns subject to be watched with . . . 

They are either contriburione 

Those contributions are either 

[Change Tape from C-3 Side B, eo C-4 Side A, text 

loat. I 

. . . they are mdesignated CEERC contributions, 
They are for  the G E U C  to be used in not €or an cLection. 

the GELAC, and therefore cannot be matched. There is no 

legal, logical, or ethical way that those post-wI 

contributions can be both and have this Commission remotely 

uphold the integrity of the public financing system. 
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COM. POTTER: Mr. Vice Chairman? 

cox. Mc X X ) ~ :  Mr. chairmnn, both my integrity 

is intact, and so is the Ccmuisaion8s. My point was - -  I 
apologize, I shouldn't have made a sidebar eonment to the 

Chairman so we would have it for the floor, but it is all 

right. The fact its, we did debate W e  a while ago, ae Can. 

Thcmaa indicated. 

This was the argrnnent that we got into. 

We did argue about it. 

That is 

Larry put: what I have reference to. 

an arguutent forth. Can. TBomas, as he has just indicated 

again, he said he uaderstoo8 that. Xe did think it wa5 a 

Catch-22. 

did not think it was. 

I believe it was clear that the general counsel 

This is pan of exactly what we went over, but 

since no one feels that way, and I think there i e  a 

akyhow, and that is the m e t  srtant, P am certaiay 

prepared to vote the motion. 

COM. POTPBR: I thank the Vice Chairman. 

Any further discweion? There being none, those 

in favor of the motion a8 stated by Bob Costa, restating 

C ~ L .  Afkerps's aaOtiOna and which the eecretathy has, those in 

favor of t h t  motion, pleame say aye. 'Pnose ompoeed? 

Madame Secretary, the motion fails on a vote of 

three to three, Ccms. Elliott, Potter, and =kens in favor; 

Cams. Thomas, McDonald, and t4cGarz-y opposed. : - 
- 27087 
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[mereupan the motion did not csrry.1 

 ab, does that clarify then for you, what will be 

in this document? 

MR. COSTA: The recireulat@d audit reprt will 

have language to that. 

cm. POTTER: So that concludes the Ccamisaiania 

consideration of the primary audit report, Clinton for 

President. YOU will recirculate - -  
cm. moms: Mr. , I hate to interrupt. 

I don't know that we have a aantion - -  I guess we don't need 
one if it is going to be recirculated. 

COM. POaER: Right. 

COM. TXCWiS: If this  were the final shot, we 

would need a motion to actually approve what is left? 

see. 

I 

COM. POTTER: Right, this will be recirculated on 

tally with the chmg@rs made apI Mted andl where t&e 

Cenanission wae @le to make decisions, thoere noted. 

Thaak YOU. 

We will not take a, I think, well earned by 

~ ewryboay five minute break, aad we will ehen return for 

what again  ob tells m e  we may bci? able to do reas~lrarbly 

Bpeedily, which is the g@n@zal election audit report. Piwe 

minutes. 

27088 [Brief recess. 1 
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28801-28113: Final Audit Report, l992 Chton for h i d e n t  Co- (m 
Note: bttoaa-page #'s 99 through 118 of h I  Audit Report mot included as it 
contaias irreWant Schedde~. Bottom-page R's 143 through 160 (n@c general 
counsel's opinion) is included irP Tab 21, Boc 2100131014/A. 

Page numbers refer to bottom pagination: 
Page 9/28011: FEC auditors repeat CPC's assertion that no workpapers were available 
yet the CPC must have known the Andersons maintained all worlrpgpen. 

Page 9128011: FEC auditors repeat CPC's assertion that Onisstatements due to fact 
that "she" pat  Anderson) failed to reconcile reporting figures to those CIPC 
sent to her. Yet CPC unable to produce for FEC a single example of anythink 
that was Sent. The Aderuons ~eport  herein that the CPC accounting 
sent any reconciliations for compliance reports -- in 1992 or any other time. 

Page 9/2801I: FEC auditors state that CPC failed to turn over finaocial records. 
Anderson Report shows io documents NN and 00 (Tab 8) that CPC begao paying for storage 
of PQC's financial records in August 1993. Therefore, the CPC must have known about them. 

Page 10/280U: Fw3 auditors repeat CFC's gratuitous (and false) statement that CPC 
was having significant difficulties with vendor (pot) during summer of 1992. 
ms false comment 5ets up impression that in the months prior to time FQC was 
supposed to have been seeking/obtaining redesignation statements without 
knowledge of CPC, it was already experiencing dficulties with POC. 

Page 87/28089: FEC auditors repeat C X ' s  fdse information that the vendor, and not 
the CBC, which obtained the redesignation statements; on same 
auditors reference the CPC's '"analysis". The "analysis" covers 
that the transfers were based on batches of designation Satements the C X  
Little Rock staff had obtained. 

Page W/B@92: FEX auditors repeat misleading statements abut  CBC being penalized 
for slow processing of contributions, suggesting pod3 was responsible for not 
getting the contributions processed before the Clinton campaign's period of 
ineligibility began on July 15. IN92 (Clinton's nomination). 

Page l22128104: FEC auditors include, as Attachment 5 ,  a document the CEac submitted 
as an explanation for purchasing computer equipment using p m  campaign Funds 
shortly befow Clinton was nominated. In that document, the CPC flatly states "POC" 
prepared debt and obligation statements, from inception thhough March 1993, for which amendments 
were necessary. T h i s  is a false and rnisladiig statement. Please refer to 
Documentary With References, Tab 2 (Sections 9.6, 33.10, and 38.4) and Tab 9 for discussion. 

Attachment 5/U)la2-M1104 informs the FJX that the C X  began to pull away from KX 
in late 1992/early 1993. Not true. POC performed significant work during 
that period and filed the CPC's compliance report for the thid quarter of 1993. 

Tab 21. Page 158/21016: FEC General Counsel repeats CBe's contention that 'the 
designation mcements were performed by mistake by a former vendor. " It is clear 
that the FUJ General Counsel had read Attachment 5 ,  the document in which the CPC 
announced its rehionship with FCK! would be terminated. 
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FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION 
L14SHl~ClO% D t .We3 

FINAL AUDIT REPORT 
ON 

CLINTON FQR PRESIDENT COHRITTEI 

EXtCUTfVE SWxBmRY 

Clinton Por Bresdident C ttea") registered 
with the Federal Election Co 6t 21, 1999, as the 
Clinton Exploratoty Cosmitte e wae the principal 
campaign cotmiittee of then Gtavernor Bi nton, a candidate 
for the 1992 Democratic presidential nomination. 

which requires the COmmiSPiiOn to audit c itteer that receive 
matching funds. The Cormsrittee received $12.5 million in 
matchinq funds. 

conference held at the conclusion of audit fieldwork (October 
19, 1993) and in the Interim Audit Report approved by the 
Commission on April 4 ,  1994. The COPaaittee'6 responso to the 
Interim Audit Report and other inforsation received from the 
Committee are iracPuQed in this report. The Camittee disagreed 
with most of the Interim Audit Report findings. 

The Final Audit Report required the Coamittee t 0  pay 
$1,383,587 to the U.S. Treasury. 

The findings contained in the Final Audit Report are 
summarized below. 

The audit wa6 eonducted purearant to 26 U.S.C. S9038(a), 

.- - 
cc 

The findings were prerented to the Committee at an exit 

Misstatement of Financial Activi - 2 U.S.C. SS434(b)(l), 
( 2 1 ,  and ( 4 ) .  The Committee overstat its 1992 receiDts and - -  ~ 

disbursements by $116.489 and 5322,476, rcspeetively, and 
understated its 1992 ending cash by $206,717. 
filed amended disclosure r@portr in July 1993 to correct 
misstatements. 

Committee failed to itemize a number of contributions from 
individuals and in-kin8 contributions but corrected the 
irregularities in its July, 1993 amendments. 

4434( 4.7(a) and 
(b). A sample of contributions Lror individuals the Committee 
received rcvealed that the Couaitts@*e itemized entrier Ben: such 

The Committee 

Itemization of Receipts - 2 U.S.C. 9434(b)(3)(A). The 

- 2 U.S.C. 

- Page 1, 12/27/94 -28003 



contributions failed to disclose the donor's occupation and name 
of eaployer for 49 per cent of the item6 tested. In addition, 
several of the Conunittee solicitations did not meet the 'best 
efforts' standard for notifying recipients of the information on 
contributors that must be reported by l a w .  The Committee 
disclosed additional information in amended reports filed in 
July, 1993. 

Iteaieation of Refunds and Rebates - 2 W.6.C. 
S434l identify various press 
organizations and the Secret Service am the sources o f  over $2.5 
rillion in travel reimbursement6 paid to the Committee through 
ita travel vendor. The Comaittee filed a maris6 of amended 
reports on October 1 4 ,  1994. These reportm mteri&lly correct 
the public record. (The Committee almo failed to itemize 
$11,898 in other refunds and rebates but corrected thir problem 
in its July 1993 amended reports.) 

- 2  

provided by the Conmittee it was determined that five 
individuals made excessive contributions totaling $58,482. 

Committee received a total of $286,262 in apparent excessive or 
prohibited contributions resulting from advances or extensions 
of Credit made outside the ordinary course of bu6intsS. 

- 11 CPR 
S9032 rion made an 
initial determination thot the C ittee repay the 0.S. Treasury 
$270,384 for araking the non-qualified campaign e x ~ e n ~ e s  listed 
below: 

1. Duplicate Payments or Overpayments - For making a total 
of S39,742 in overpayments to vendors and to the candidatees - -  
general election committee, the Co ittee was required to make a 
pro rata repsyecnt of $16,861. 

2. General Election Expenditures - The Couaittee WBP 
required to make a $154,740 pro rata regeyaent for spending 
$598,964 to benefit the candbdate*s general clcction campaign. 
The general election payments were made for equipment, 
facilities, polling, direct mail, media service6, and other 
miscellaneous expenses. The amount represents an allocation of 
the amount originally recoatmended by the Audit staff. 

3. - The Committee 
also had 83 for other 
non-qualified campaign expenses $staling $382,366 including 
statf bonuses, an unexplained 6tttlasllent, traveler's chequesr 
and other exlpefasts. 

- 
28084 -P= 2, 12/27/94 



matching Funds in Excess of Entitlement - 26 U.S.C. 
59838(b)(l). The Cornistion could not reach a conclusion om the 
Audit staffes recornendation that $3.6 million war repayable. 
APSO the C o m m i ~ t i ~ n  Could not reach a dccision an the 
matchability o f  certian post convention contributions. As a 
result the Candidate will be required to repay the V.S. rrearury 
$1,072,346 in matching funds that exceeded entitlement. This 
determination was based an aa analysis o f  the Coamittee's 
statement of Net Outstanding Campaign Obligations relevant 
post-Convention contributions up until the C 
requesting aatching funds and rrustchdng funds received after the 
convention. 

ittee ceased 

Stale-dated Coximittee Checfa - 3.1 CFR $9631.6. Finally, 
the W.S. Treasury $50,859, 

ea shecks still uncoshad. 

. .  
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LCOOO6 37 

f .  Background 

A. U d i t  Authority 

Thim report is Based on an audit of Clinton BOK 
President Committee ('the Co ittoem). The audit iS 
Section 903B(a) of Title 26 the United B 
section staters that mafeet each matching pa 
Commission shall conduct a thorough exannina and audit of the 
qualified campaign expense6 of SQ%KY candidate and his a ~ ~ ~ o ~ ~ ~ e d  
camnittees who received ~ a ~ e n t 6  under section 9037.' Also 
Section 9039(b) of the United states Code end Section 9038.P(a)(2) 
of the Coamirrisn's Regulations otate that the C 
conduct other examinations and audits from time 
deems necessary. 

funds. the audit S e e k s  to detorepina if the e has materially 
complied with the limitations, prohibitions an 
requirerente of the Federal EhCtiOn Campaign A c t  of 1971, as 
amended ('the Act'). 

In addition to examining the recei use rsf Federal 

8 .  Audit Coverage 

The audit covered the period %tom the C 
inception, August 21, 1991, through June 3 0 ,  1993. During thio 
period, the Committcs report6 reflect %n opening esrh balance of 
$-0-, total receipts of $55,381,630, total d i s ~ u r ~ e ~ n t s  at 

addition, a limited revaew o r  transaction& r e v i c o i  
di6closure rapoetr through June 3Q, 1994 was c o n ~ ~ e t e ~  %a gather 
information used in the evaluation ob the CO ittee0ts financial 
position and matching fund entitlement. 

S43.871,664, and a c1~Qnrp sash balance of 86,213 Iln 

- I/ Reported totals do not Loot. There amounts were reviaad via 
anended dieclosure reports filed cm Judy 2, 1993. (See 
Finding ~ I . A . )  Ul figurer in this report haQ8 bean Koun~ed 
to the nearest dollar. 

PBse 5, 12/27/94 
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C. Campaign Orqanization 

The Committee registered with the Federal, Election 
Commission as the Climton Exploratory Co ittee on August 21, 
1991. On October 10, 1991 the Committee iled an amended 
Statement of Organization to change it6 name to the Clinton For 
President Committee. The Treasurers of the Co tree during the 
period covered by the audit wore Bruce R. Lind from August 21, 
1991 to September 4 ,  1991 and Robert A. Farmer from Septelrber 4, 
1991 t o  the preremt. The c aign eeta~lits~~$ its national 
tneatlquarters in Littlc Rock 

genera1 operating account from which most ~ ~ s ~ ~ r s ~ m e n t s  were made, 
a payroll account; a draft account; a media account; a collateral 

To handle its financial activity, the campaign had a 
* 

inactive. In addition, the Committee amintained a New York 
operating account and two fundreiring accounts# one located in 
Jonecboro, Arkansas amd the other in Blythcville, Arkansas. 

The campaign made apptoximat@ly 29,000 disbursements and 
received 241,000 contributions froa 181,000 prooms. These 
contribution6 totaled $25,197,422. 1 

In addition t o  contributions, the campaign received 
$12,536,135 in mtching funds from the United States Treasury. 
This amount represents 90.IBI of the $83,810,000 
entitlement that any candidate could receive. 
determined eligible to receivcl matching funds o 
1991. The campaign 0 witching funds raqtaertts. The 
Commi 8s ion ce It ti f i ed of the requested a 
fund purposes, the C ion deterninrod that 
candidacy ended July 15, 1992. This ination was based on 
Section 903216) of Title 26 of the un tat@& coda which states 
that the matching papent period ando ‘on the date em which the 
national convention of the party whose nomination B candidate 
seeks nominates its earndidate for the office of Preeident. of the 
United Statec, ...= see a160 11 CPR 19032.6. The c ~ ~ p ~ i g n  
continued to receive’natSbTijiig fund pa nts through Qctober 2, 
1992, to defray expense6 incurred beb 15, 1992, amdl to 
kelp defray the cost of winding down the 

Attachment 1 to this report i s  a copy of the 
Coreission*s mort recent Report on Financial Activity for t h i s  
campaign. The amounts shown are a6 reported to the Go 
the campaign. 
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.. . 

D. ~ l r d i t  Scow and Procedures 

Pn addition to a review of the qualified campaign 
exp.n6eb incurred by the c ign, the audit covered the following 
general categories: 

1. The receipt o f  contributions of Porn6 in excess of 
the statutosy limitatioao tame Finbing XX.E*l; 

2 ,  the receipt of contri Liens fro= prohibited sources, 
6uch ar tho6e i t a  corporatism6 or 1 o b t  organizations 
(6%@ Finding II.P.1; 

gslitical copritteese and other entities, to include 
the itemisation of ccaatributions when r@quired, or 
well ab, the esagle(taaes6 and accuraq o f  the 
informtion dirclesed ( t e e  Finding II.B.. C. and D.1: 

itenization o f  disbursements when r e w i r e d ,  as well 
as, the completeness and aecurocy bf the inforration 
disclosed; 

prdptr disclosure of campaign debts and obligations; 

rad csoh balances as E 
(see Pinding I~A.); 

7. adequate recordkeeping for  ca sign transactions (see 
Pincling atX2,B.l: 

0. accuracy of the StatePraerat o Net ~ t ~ ~ % ~ ~ i r n ~  Campaign 
Obligations filed by the ca aign to diselace its 
financial condition an8 etst lish continuing matching 
fund entitlsaent (see Finding XxX.C. L D.1: 

and 

under the eirrumrtancas. 

AS part of the Cmaission's s t a m d ~ ~ ~  audit; procesr, an 

3. propen ditclorure st contributions dram individuals. 

4 .  Q K O F r  diacloruhe sf diS3buKSe nts includling the 

5. 

6. the accuracy of total s rted receiptsr dirburserents 
P S ~  to ~ ~ ~ ~ i ~ r n  bank records 

9. the campaign's compliance w i t h  spending limitations; 

10. other audit  procedure^ that were deesaad areeersnary 

inventory of t h e  CslPlaittee8r records was canductad prior to the 

that had not k e n  provided to the auditors tor review during the 

Page 7 ,  12/27/94 
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pre-audit inventory. Them records included bank StCQrds; 
vorkpaperri and documentation relating to the C ittec*s direct 
m i l  end telemarketing programs; warrkpapcrs an curontation 
detailing the billing and collection %OK prsse and Secret Scrviee 
travel, a6 well as, all corporate and charter airline invoices to 
include costs for each f l i g h t  leg and the related passenger 
manifest; and, records and workpapers boa redia purckaoed by the 
Committee. The eoamittee was afforded 30 days to provide the 
additional records. At the end ef the 30 day period the records 
were judged adequate to conmence the audit. 

auditors to have direct acceoo to C ittee records. Although 
adequate arrangrwnto vere negotiated, thio restriction added 
unnecessary time to the audit process. 

it should be noted that the Cs fltee did nat allow the 

Unless sptcificailp dioetlssed w, no material 
non-compliance with statutory or rrgulat regluiraaents wac 
detected. It should be noted that the C rrion m y  puroue 
further any of tho matters diecrassed in this report in an 
enforcement actSon. 

31. Findings and Recomnemdations - lon-repawent Matters 
A. Ui6oteteaent ob Financial activity 

Sections 438(b)(l), (2) and ( 4 )  of Title 2 of the United 
Stater Code seater in part, that each report shall disclose the 
amount of cash on hand at the 
the total amount of all recti , and the total amount, of all 
disbursements for the period and calendar year. 

The Audit otaSb re6onciled tho Co ittce'o reported 
activity to its bank records for the period August 16, 1991 
through 3une 3 0 ,  1993. The r@conciliation revealed the following 
risstatorentr relative to caPendar  yea^ 1199%. 

ginning of each reporting period, 

1. Beginning Balance 

The COmittet! rtaQrttd ginning cash balance a t  
January 1, 1992 of $1,885,699 which vas und@rrtated by $3.731. 
Tho correct beginning cash Balance was Sl,bB9,430. 

2. Receipts 

The Committee reported total receipts of 
$41,765,176 for calendar year 1992. Thio amount was overstated by 
a met aaount of $116,489. The correct receipt totaP wae 
$11,668,687. Part of the net  overstate nt resulted froa the 
Committee's failure to repsrt in-kind eontributiono totaling 
$16,291 (see Finding Xi.B.1 

28010 
Page B. 12/27/94 



5 

3. Disbursements 

The total ammuat OP disbursements reported for 
calendar year 1992 was $40,944,608 which warii overstated by a net 
c%QUnt of $322,476. Ths correct disbursement toted Was 
$40,623,932. Although the Cornittee stated during the pre audit 
inventory that all disbursemats were itsmixed on Schedules b-Pt 
the sunwry p49e schedules and the 8cbedu.las (Xtwaitord 
Disburserntr) for tba reports filed covering f, 1992 and July, 
1992 were significantly digforant. Reported ~ i ~ ~ r ~ e r e n t s  were 
overstated by $349,922 tor my and were ~ ~ % ~ ~ t ~ ~ ~ d  by $117,831 
for duly when conpared to bad activity. 

4. Ending Balance 

The reported oadtag cash b l a n c @  at D.ceaber 31, 
1991 o f  $2,749,466 was understated by $206,71?. 
ending bolance was S2,936,184. aBts miostste nt was primarily 
due to the effects of the receipt and ~ i g b ~ r ~ e ~ 6 n t  misstatements 
noted absve. 

c he corract 

ittee did aoQ negin workpa 
reconciliations r record8 whit e ~ o ~ ~ t r a t ~ ~  
amounts contained on its disc~osute r r t s  were prepared. Absent 
euch inforution, the audit staff was aot able to idunlifp the 
reasonL for  the mirrtatements described ahva.. 

disclosure report6 for each reporting 
which materially corrected tb6 ri8se.e 

On auly 2, 1993 the Cemsietee f i l e d  aaende~ 

8 .  Itemization of Recuipts - 
Section 434(b)(31(A) of Title 2 of tlhh United Stater 

Coda states that each report undez this section shall discloee the 
identification of each per6on who makes a contribution t o  the 
reporting committee during the repsrting Whoa@ Contribution 

Page 9 ,  &iprwed 12/27/94 



6 

or contributions Rave an aggregate amount or value in excess of 
$200 within the calendar year, or in any lesser amount if the 
reporting ccrrafttae should SO elect, together with the date and 
ureunt o f  any such contribution. 

noted that 8 8  of the dollar value of contributions tested from 
individual6 that required dis~losure on Schedules A-P were not 
dteaircd. Twelve of the 26 contributions not itemized on 
Committee disclosure reports identified in the sample were 
received near the end of reporting prriods. In addition, 17 of 
the sample errors involved contributions received in the June, 
July os August, 1992 reporting periods. 

to Committee bank secords, 550,852 in in-kind contributions were 
identified. 8f this amount, $16,291 were not found itemized on 
the Committee's disclosure reports as required by 11 CFR S104.13. 

of 1991 and 1992 on July 2, 1993. These amended reports 

Busing a rampla review ob Committee contributions it was 

Also, as part of tR@ reconciliation of reported activity 

The Committee filed amended disclosure reports for all 

.materially corrected the irregularities noted above. 

In the Interim Audit Report the Audit staff recommended 

In the respons@ to the Interim Audit Report, the 

no further action in regard to this matter. 

Committee states that it does not agree with the auditors' results 
projecting itemization Q r r O f s  of 8%. HOWeV@E, the Committee did 
not provide any documentation or other relevant information to 
support it6 position. In addition, the Committee acknowledges 
that during June, July and August of 1992, "the Committee 
experienced siqnificant difficulties with th -e ven preyasinq She 
Prim Commztee's reports." Irrespective of s u y v e n d o r  
p r o s s ,  the ComTttee itself, and its treasurer, have the 
responsibility of complying with 2 U.S.C. S434(b)(3)(A) and 11 CPR 
5104.3(a)I4). 

C. Disclosure of Occupation and Name of Employer 

Section 434(b)(3)(A) of Title 2 of the United States 
Code states that each report under thie section shall disclose the 
identification of each person who makes 8 contribution to the 
reporting committee during the reporting period, whose 
contribution or contributions have an aggregate amount or value in 
excess of $200 within the calendar year together with the date and 
amount of any such contribution. 

Section 431(13)(A) of Title 2 of the United Statea Code 
states that the term "identification" means in the case of any 
individual, the name, the mailing address, and occupation of such 
individual, as well as the name of his or her employer. 

28022 



Section 104.7(a) and (b) of Title 11 of the Code of 
Federal Regulations states in part that when the treasurer of a 
political committee shows that best efforts have been used to 
obtain, maintain and submit the information required by the Act 
for the political committee, any report of such committee shall be 
considered in compliance with the Act. With regard to reporting 
the identification of each person whose contribution(6) to the 
committee and its affiliated committees aggregate in excess of 
$200 in a calendar year, the treasurer will not be deemed to have 
exercised best efforts to obtain the required information unless 
he or she ha6 made at least one effort per solicitation either by 
a written request or by an oral request documented in writing to 
obtain such information from the contributor. For purposes of 11 
CFR S104.7(b), such effort shall consist of a clear request for 
the information (i.e., name, mailing address, occupation, and name 
of employer) which request informs the contributor that the 
reporting of such information is required by law. 

if the occupation and name of employer had been reported; and if 
not, if best efforts to obtain, maintain and submit the 
information were demonstrated. Of the items tested in the sample 
that required occupation and name o f  employer, 49% did not have 
the required information. Further, the solicitations that could 
be associated with the contributions did not meet the best efforts 
standard of 11 CFR 5104.7(b). On July 1, 1992, the Committee 
received a letter from the Comission that pointed out the 
Committee's obligation to disclose the full identification of 
contributors who donate, in the aggregate, more than $200 or 
exercise its best efforts to secure such information. In 
addition, the Commission's Reports Analysis Division ii@:af the 
Committee several requests for amended disclosure reports that 
would supply the missing information. 

In response to the notices from the Commission, the 
Committee stated that it intends to request this information in 
writing from its contributors, During audit fieldwork the 
Committee stated that the mailing consisted of approximately 
17,000 pieces and was sent in November, 1992. W copy of the 
mailing was provided and included a notice informing the 
contributor that the requested information is required by law. 
The items considered a6 errors in the sample analysis were 
compared to the listing of the individuals who reportedly received 
the follow-up mailing. Nearly all of the contributors associated 
with identified sample errors were found on the listing. Finally, 
a comparison of the sample contributions to the amended disclosure 
reports submitted in July of 1993 revealed that the Committee had 
provided additional information. 

In the Interim Audit Report the Audit staff recommended 
no further action in regard to thio matter. 

Contributions were tested on a sample basis to determine 
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The Committee states in its response to the Xnterigl 
Audit Report that it "disagrees with this finding." It is stated 
further that "best efforts was setiseied prior to the November 
1992, mailing. All of the ComitteePs solicitations included 
contributor cards requesting complete contributor information in 
compliance with the applicable language in 11 C.F.R. 5104.7." The 
Committee contends that "[Ulnder the regulations in effect in 
1991, to 1993, the Committee satisfied the 'best efforts' 
requirement if it made one written request per solicitation. 
Since all Committee solicitations were accompanied by Contributor 
cards requesting this information. the Commi%teeps solicitations 
fully satisfied this requirement.R 

The Committee is incorrect in its statement that "All" 
of its solicitations requested "complete contributor information 
in compliance with the applicable language in 11 C.F.R. S104.7.m 
S a .  6 f  the 

=< b into rma t 5 on is requa r law. one C o 2 :  tee 
solicitation contained no request for occupation or name of 
employer. In addition. the Committee is erroneous in the 
aesumption that the Interim Audit Report concludes that best 
efforts was demonstrated by the Committee with the November, 1992 
mailing. The Interim Audit Report only acknowledges that the 
mailing was done and that additional information was provided by 
the Committee in amended reports filed on July 2. 1993. 

ittee's solicitations obtained during audit 
id mot request the n i  em lo er, or state t the 

D. Itemization of Refunds and Rebates 

Section 434(b)(3)(F) sf Title 2 of the United States 
Code states that each report under this section shall disclose the 
identification of each person who provides a rebate, refund, or 
other offset to operating expenditures to the reporting committee 
in an aggregate amount or value in axceis of $200 within the 
calendar year, together with the date and amount of such receipt. 

Section 431(13)(8) of Title 2 of the United States Code 
states in part that in this Act the term "identification" means in 
the case of any other person the full name and address of such 
person. 

Th@ Committee received in excess of $2.5 million in 
reimbursements from the press and the Secret Service for travel. 
World Wide Travel acted a6 an agent for the Committee by receiving 
reimbursements for travel from the various press organizations and 
the Secret Service, depositing these receipts in an escrow account 
and ultimately transferring the proceeds, net of any fees charged, 
to the Committee's operating account. The reimbursements were 
itemized on Committee disclosure report6 as being from world Wide 
Travel which does not accurately disclose the identification of 
the person who made the refund pursuant t o  2 U.S.C. §43Q(B9(3)(F). 
The amended disclosure reports provided ne additional information 
with respect to press and Secret Service reimbursements. 
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Further the Committee failed to itemize refunds and 
rebates (unrelated to press and Secret Service reimbursements 
received through World Wide Travel) totaling $11,898 in its 
January, 1992 report. These transactions were included on the 
July 2, 1993 amended disclosure reports discussed previously. 

At the exit conference the Committee stated that it had 
received advice from the Commission that press and Secret Service 
refunds for travel were not required to be itemized individually 
in the Schedule A-P. 

In the Interim Audit Report it was recommended that the 
Committee amend i t s  reports to disclose as memo entries the 
identification ( i - e . ,  name, address), date and amount for each 
person or organization who made a reimbursement to the Committee 
for travel. In addition, it was recomcnded that any fees paid 
with respect to these reimbursements and netted against amounts 
received by World Wide Travel should be included as memo 
disbuteement entries. 

The Committee states in it6 response to the Interim 

"it properly disclosed thes@ reimbursements as 

Audit Report that: 

received from Worldwide Travel and that further 
itemization is not required by the Act, regulations or 
other Commission precedents." 

"2 U . S . C .  S 4 3 4 ( e )  requires committees to file 
reports of receipts and disbursements. Generally all 
reporting under the Act, other than debts and 
obligations is on a cash basis. The Cormnission has 
addressed a virtually identical issue to this one as to 
disbursements mode by presidential committees. In A0 
1983-25, the Commission concluded that the itemization 
of disbursement requirements were met when a publicly 
financed campaign reported payments to its media vendor, 
and further hold [sic] that the Committee was not 
required to itemize payments subsequently made by the 
vendor on behalf of the committee. Thus, although 
committee vendors are required to maintain documentation 
of disbureements reade to subvendors on behalf ob a 
committee, the committee is not requir@d to repart or 
itemize such di6bursenents. The collection and receipt 
of reimbursements through a third party vendor io 
indistinguishable from the situation in A 0  1983-25." 

"11 C.F.R. S 104.3(a)(4)(v) requires only that a 
committee identify each person who provides a rebate, 
refund, or 0ther:offoet to operating expenditures to the 
reporting committee in an aggregate! amount or value in 
excess of $200 within the calendar pear. The Committee 
satisfied that rquirement by reporting the receipt of 
press and secret service reimbursements from worldwide 

- 
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Travel which was operating as a vendor to the Committee 
in billing and collecting press and secret service 
reimbursements. All records pertaining to these 
collections were made available for audit a6 in A0 
1983-25. The reporting requirements, however, wer@ 
fully met by reporting the receipts from Worldwide. As 
in AO 1983-25, the primary C ~ m m i t t e a ~ s  travel vendor was 
a distinct legal entity which entered into an arm’s 
length commercial arrangement with the Committee. 
Worldwide Travel was neither set up by the Primary 
Committee, nor was the Primary camittee its only 
client. It is and was an ongoing travel business.” 

“The Committee sought informal advice from the 
audit staff regarding whether these rcigaburecments must 
be itemized and was advised that they need not be. We 
believe that advice was fully consistent with the 
requirements of S 434(b)(3)(f), S 104.3fa)(4)(vI of the 
regulations and A 0  1983-25.” 

“Although, the Primary Committee beliavos that its 
reporting was in full coeapliance with the requirements 
of the Act, the Committee has prepared amendments as 
directed by the auditors itemizing the receipts from 
each press and secret service entity to the extent 
possible. . . . The Committee shall provide copies of 
the revised schedules that have been prepared itemizing 
this information. The amendments will be filed as soon 
as the revised summary pages and any other necessary 
amendments are completed.’ 

Advisory Opinion (“AO”) 1983-25 addresses a media 
vendor, contrasted by a Committee to administer its media 
production and media buys, and in the course of performing its 
duties would make disbursements to various advertising entities. 
In addition, in A 0  1983-25, the following factors were considered 
significant in making its determination: (1) the consultants had 
a legal existence that was separate and distinct from the 
committee’s operations; (2) the consultants# principals did not 
hold any committee staff positions; (3) the cta 
conducting arms-length negotiations with the consultants that 
resulted in a formal contract: ( 4 )  the consultants were not 
required to devote their full efforts to the contract with the 
committee, and the consultantk expected to have other media 
contracts with other col~mittees and business entities during the 
campaign period; and, ( 5 )  the committee had no interest in the 
consultants’ other contracts. In the case at hand, the Primary 
Committee paid for the chartering of aircraft and maintained 
travel manifests, which identified the number of press, secret 
service and Committee personnel traveling on B particular trip, 
and the cost a€  each trip. This information was subsequently 
provided to Worldwide Travel which acted rao a billing and 
collection agent for the Conmiittee. The monies received from 
Worldwide did not icepresent a refund of Committee funds paid to 

- * -  28016 - 
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Worldwide Travel for services rendered. The monies represent 
refunds for travel incurred by the various press organizations and 
Secret Service personnel. Based on its responses and 
documentation provided to date, the Committee has not addressed 
all the factors no.ted above. Therefore, the receipts should have 
been disclosed as refunds from the organizations which were the 
actual source of those funds. The press and Secret Service were 
the providers of the refunds to the Committee. Worldwide Travel 
was merely a conduit for the receipt of those refunds. 

received from the Audit staff. The Audit staff is unaware of any 
advice given to the Committee concerning this matter. In 
addition, the Committee did not identify the person who provided 
this advice. 

The Committee also states that "informal advice" was 

Although no amended reports were filed with the 
Committee's response to the Interim Audit Rcport, the Committee 
has recently filed a series of amended reports OR October 14, 
1994. Theee reports materially correct the public record. 

E. Apparent Excessive Contributions from Staff and Other 
Individuals 

Section 441a(a)(l)(A) of Title 2 o f  the United States 
Code states that no person shall make contributions to any 
candidate and his authorized political committees with respect to 
any election for Federal office which, in the aggregate, e k e d  
$1 , 000.  

Section 116.5(b) of Title 11 of the Code of Federal 
Regulations states, in part. the payment by an individual from his 
or her personal funds, including a personal credit card, for the 
costs incurred in providing goods or services to, or obtaining 
goods or services that are used by or on behalf of, a candidate or 
political committee is a Contribution unless the Dament is 
exempted from the definition 0f contribution unde; il CFR 
100.7(b)(8). 

If the payment is not exempted, it shall be considered a 
contribution unless, it is for the individual's transportation and 
normal subsistence expenses incurred by other than a volunteer, 
while traveling on behalf of a candidate or political Committee of 
a political party; and the individual is reimbursed within sixty 
days after the closing date of the billing statement on which the 
charges first appear if the payment was made using a personal 
credit card, or within thirty days after the date on which the 
expenses were incurred if a personal credit card was not used. 
"Subsistence expenses" include only expenditure6 for personal 
living expenses related to a particular individual traveling on 
committee business such as food or lodging. 

Page 15, Appruved 12/27/94 
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The Committee's payments of expense reimbursements were 
reviewed to determine if contributions had been made. A6 part of 
the Audit staff's analysis, contributfone resulting from untimely 
reimbursement of expenses incurred by individuals were added to 
direct contributions made by these individuals. The review 
disclosed that persons were reimbursed for both their own travel 
and subsistence expenses as well as expenses €or non-travel items 
and the subsistence of other persons. In the Interim Audit Report 
it was concluded that seven persons made excessive contributions 
totaling $75,1002/. At the time of the audit, no expense 
reimbursement reifuests were outstanding. A t  the exit conference, 
the Committee wag presented a schedule of the%@ individuals. The 
Committee stated et the exit conference that each individual's 
circumstance was unique and believed that the Co 
adequate information to address this matter. 

Committee either demonstrate that no contribution occurred with 
respect to these expense reimbursements, including a demonstration 
that portions of the amounts are exempt from the definition of a 
contribution under 11 CFR 5100.7(b)(8), or offer any other 
information that it believed relevant to the issue. 

Ln the Interim Audit Report it was raeomended that the 

The Committee states in its response to the Interim 
Audit Report that "the auditors have incorrectly categorized them 

/ I  [these transactions] as excessive and untimely reiaburseaents, and 
the audit analysis overstates the amounts of any advance." 

persons identified by the auditors, four3/ were Committee staff 
and three were unpaid consultants to the-Co 
services. As t o  the staff members. the auditors? computer 
print-out provides a cumulative total of all expense 
reimbursements received by the individuals without identifying 
those which were f o b  personal transportation and subsistence." 
The Committee continues that "[Wlhen the personal transportation 
and subsistence expanses have been subtracted from the analyois, 
the contribution figures are dramatically different. The 
Committee has prepared a correct analysis accounting for all 
permissible advances and reimbursements for transportation and 
subsistence expenses4/." - [Footnote 3 omitted). 

The Committee states further that "[Olf the seven 

ittee providing 

[Footnote 4 1  - The auditors? analyois of David Wilhelrn is skewed 
by the inclusion of $6,000 which the Committee decided to 
reimburse him for the expenses of his apartment. It would have 
been permissible €or him to pay these expenses without 
reimbursement, but it was also permissible for  the Committee to 
reimburse him. The timing of this reimbursement is legally 
immaterial." 

~~ 

- 2/ This amount is the sum of the largest outstanding 
balance for each individual. 

excessive 

' i 28018 - 
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The Audit staff notes that an explanation of symbols and 
methodology used to generate the 'computer print-out" was provided 
subsequent to the exit canference and again with the Interim Audit 
Report that enables the Committee to identify those expenses for 
personal transportation and subsistence. In addition, a review of 
the Committee's analysis revealed that certain items classified as 
personal travel and subsistence were for the expenses of persons 
other than the individual reimbursed (e.g. food for volunteers) 
and the use of "air phone," which are not subject to the 30-60 day 
window for reimbursement. 

' With respect to m e  individual, Carol willis, the 
Commirctee did provicie sufficient documentation which demonstrated 
that advances considered excessive contributions in the Interim 
Audit Bepc:t were immaterial. 

Wilhelm for rent, this payment was made at the request of David 
Wilhelm in a memo to David Watkins and Eli Segal dated August 15, 
1992 for eight months (November, 1991 through June, 19921 rent at 
$750 per month. Payment WQ6 made on August 28, 1992. As noted 
above, the Committee states that "it decided to reimburse him for 
the expenses of his apartment. It would have been permissible for 
him to pay these expenses without reimbursement." The Committee 
does not address the reason it "decided" to reimburse Mr. Wilhelm 
although there was no obligation to do so. Xn an analysis of Mr. 
Wilhelm's cxpemses submitted by the Committee, the Committee lists 
the $6,000 rent reimbursement as part of a compensation package; 
however, no documentation or agreement was provided to support 
such a package. Given the documentation submitted, the 56,000 has 
been excluded from this analysis and moved to Section III.B.3.b., 
Campaign Bonuses. This eliminates any excessive contribution by 
Plr. Wilhelm. 

With respect to the $6,000 reimbursement to David 

The Committee contends that "three individuals were 
permitted under the Act and regulations to extend credit to the 
Committee under the ordinary courae of business because as unpaid 
consultants they were unincorporated vendors to the campaign under 
11 C.F.R. 5116.3. Each of the individuals involved volunteered 
their uncompensated services to the Committee and billed the 
Committee for the costs incurred in connection with providing 
those services to the Committee. Each of the individuals involved 
has substantial fundraising background and expertise and thus may 
be considered an unincorporated commereial vendor. . . Ken Brody, 
Shelia Davis Lawrence (whose expenses were reimbursed to her 
trust, H.L. Lawrence Trust), and Erskine Bowaes were fundraising 
consultants to the Committee." 

Althou@ the Committee contends that these individuals 
are unincorporatea vendors with substantial fundraising background 
and expertise who extended credit to the Committee in their 
ordinary course ob businesa, it failed to provide any 
documentation or other relevant information ti.@.@ list of other 
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clients for whom they have performed fundraising services) which 
demonstrate that the individuals are unincorporated vendors and 
the observed billing practicer are in their normal course of their 
business. It should be noted that during this period of time, Ken 
Brody and Erskine Bowles were investment bankers with the firms of 
Goldman Sachs and Company, and Bowler Hollowell Conner and Company 
respectively. 

Each individual who travelled on behalf of the Committee 
was credited with an additional $1,000 pursuant to 11 CFR 
$100.7(b)(8). Therefore, based on information provided by the 
Committee and the additional $1,000 credit per individual for 
travel, the Audit staff has determined that five individuals made 
excessive contributions totaling $58,482 (see Attachment 2 . )  

F. Contributions, Extensions of Credit by Comercia1 
Vendors, and Use of Corporate Facilities 

Section 441b(a) of Title 2 of the United States Code 
states, in part, that it is unlawful for any corporation or labor 
organization to make Q contribution in connection with any 
election for Federal Office. 

Section 441a(a)(l) ob Title 2 of the united States Code 
states, in part, that no person shall make contribution6 to any 
candidate and his authorized committee with tespect to any 
election which in the aggregate cxceed $1,000. 

Code states, in part, that no multicandidate political comaittee 
shall make contributions to any candidate and him authorized 
political committee with respect to any election f o r  Federal 
Office which in the aggregate exceed $5,008. 

Code of Federal Regulations state, in part, that Q contribution 
includes payments, services or other things of value: Such as a 
gift, subscription, loan, advance or deposit of money; the payment 
by any person of compensation fer the personal services of another 
person if those services are rendered without charge to a 
political committee, except for legal and accounting services 
provided under 11 CFR 100,7(b)113) or (14); end the extension of 
credit by any person unless the credit is extended in the norma1 
course of business and the teras are substantially similar to 
extensions of credit to nonpolitical debtors that are of similar 
risk and size of obligation. 

Federal Regulations state, in relevant part, that 8 commercial 
vendor that is not a corporation, and a corporation in its 
capacity as a csaaercial vendor saay extend credit to a candidate, 
a political coastittee or another perron on behalf of a candidate 
or political committee. #an extension of credit will mot ba 
considered a contribution to the candidate or political committee 

Section 441a(a)(2)(A) of Title 2 of the United States 

Section 100.7(a)(l), ( 3 1 ,  and (4) of Title 11 of the 

Section 116.3(a) and [b) of Title Ik of the Code of 

’ 28020- Page 18, 12/13/94 



15 

? 

provided that the credit is extended in the ordinary course of the 
commercial vendor's/corporation,s business and the terms are 
substantially similar to extensions of credit to nonpolitical 
debtors that are of similar risk and size of obligations. 

-., 

Further, 11 CFR s116.3(c) states that in determining 
whether credit was extended in the ordinary course of business, 
the Commission will coneider: 

(1) Whether the commercial vendor followed its established 
procedures and its past practice in approving the extension of 
credit; 

.~ : .  . 

,- 
. .  

(2) whether the commercial vendor received prompt payment 
in full if it previously extended credit to the same candidate or 
political committee; and 

and normal practice in the commercial vendor?s trade or industry. 

Regulations states, in part, stockholders and employees of a 
corporation may make ocC€thiOnal, isolated, or incidental use of 
the facilities of a corporation for individual volunteer activity 
in connection with a Federal election, such persons will be 
required to reimburse the corporation only to the extent that the 
overhead or operating costs of the corporation are increased. 

A stockholder or employee who rakes more than 
occasional, isolated, or incidental use of a COrpO~atiOn'S 
facilities €or individual volunteer activities in connection with 
a Federal election is required to reimburse the corporation within 
a commercially reasonable time foe the normal and usual rental 
charge, as defined in I1 CFR lOO.f(a)(l)(iii)(B) for use 0f ouch 
f acili tics. 

(3) whether the extension of credit conformed to the usual 

Section 114.9(a) of Title 11 of the Code of Federal 

Sections 11%.9(c) and ( d )  of Title I1 of the Code of 
Federal Regulations state, in part, that any person who uses the 
facilities of a corporation or labor organization to produce 
materials, use telephones, typewriters, or borrow office 
furniture, for activity in connection with a Federal election is 
required to reimburse the corporation or labor organization within 
a commercially reasonable time for the normal and usual charge for 
producing such materials in the commercial market, or in the case 
of the equipment, the normal rental charge. 

Regulations state, in part, that a person traveling on behalf of a 
candidate who uses an airplane which is owned or leased by a 
corporation other than a corporation licensed to o f f e r  commercial 
services for travel in connection with a Federal election must, in 
advance, reimburse the corporation. 

Section 11%.9(t)(l) of Title 11 of the Code o f  Federal 
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During f i eldwor k the 
corporations and other vendors 
Committee but according to the 

Audit staff identified a number of 
that were providing services to the 
invoices, generally did not appear 

to be billing for anything above their costs. There were no 
written contracts provided to the Audit staff for any of the 
vendors in this finding except for two lease agreements. 

$296,355 from the Committee. During tho fieldwork, the attorney 
for the Committee areerted that much of the activity would be 
permissible under 11 CFR 114.9. A list of the vendors and 
expenditures vas given to the Committee at the exit conference on 
October 19, 1993. 

that the Committee provide additional docuncntation or any other 
comments to demonstrate that the credit extended by the v@ndoro 
was in the normal COUKC;~ of their busine~s, including statements 
from the vendor, and therefore did not represent. prohibited 
contributiont. The information provided was to include examples 
of other customers or clients of  similar size and risk for which 
siailar services have been provided and similar billing 
arrangements have been used. Also, information concerning billing 
policies for similar clients and work, advance pa ent policies, 
debt collection policies, and billing cycles was requested. The 
Audit staff further recommended that the Committee provide 
documents t o  support its argument that some of these activities 
are permissible under 11 CPR 5114.9 or are exempt from the 
definition of a contribution under 111 CFR S1QQ.Stb). 

Presented below is an explanation for each vendor. The 
information in the Interim Audit Report is presented, followed by 
the Committee's response and a conelusion. 

There was a total of 14 vendors that received a total of 

In the Interim hudit Report, the Audit staff recommended 

Goldman Sachs and Company 

Before the Coramittee had a Mew York Office, Goldman 
Sachs provided office spaec to a Coumittee employee. According to 
an April 19, 1993, rneaorandum in rerponse to Audit staff 
questions, "Paul Careys served a6 the Northeast finance 
coordinator. ne reported to Ken Brody, who served voluntarily as 
a national finance co-chair and as the New York finance chair from 
October, 1991 on. In addition, he was a general partner with 
Goldman Sachs through November 30, 1991, and a limited partner 
after that. He was aware of available space at Goldman which the 
campaign rented for Paul Carey." Advances by Paul Carey and Ren 
Brody are included in Finding 1I.E. above. 

nobt of the early expenses were for limousine or taxi 
service provided by Goldman Saehs. These expenses were billed and 
paid by the Committee timely and are not included in the amount 
shown below. The actual office expenses for September, 1991 
through December, 1991 Werc not billed until February 19. 1992 and 
not paid by the Committee Until April 16, 1992. The two largest 
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invoices cover the period December 27, 1991 to narch 7, 1992. 
They were billed on March 23, 1992 and April 15, 1992. The last 
invoice payment was for expenses incurred in October, 1991 but not 
billed by the vendor until November 1992. The total amount paid 
for there expenses was $16,295. 

In response to the Interim Audit Report, the Committee 
submitted two affidavits. The first is from Harry Silver, a Vice 
President of Goldman, Sachs and Ca. He is the Chief Administrator 
for the firm's Investment Banking Diwision. The other affidavit 
is from Kenneth Norton, a Vice President with the company and one 
of the individuals responsible for the management of the 
A==ouzting Services Decartmcrit. 

Aczording to Mr. Silver, the billing for the office 
space and miscellaneous office 6UppOrt services was handled in the 
ordinary course of Goldman Sacha business in a manner wholly 
consistent with the DiViSiOn'6 ordinary comercia]. practice and 
experience. There are no Esandatory time parameters within his 
Division governing the process of reviewing disbursements and 
billing third parties. According to the affidavit, after Mr. 
Carey's departure, nr. Silver instructed his staff to collect 
market information and make estimates as to the fair market value 
for the office space and office related expenses, and to compile 
the actual costs of the miscellaneous expenses. 

Clinton breakfast in October, 1991. For both, there are no time 
parameters governing billing third parties for reimbursement of 
the car service and in-house food service incurred by the firm. 
According to the affidavit, as a matter of practice and 
experience, the processing of general expenses and billing of 
third parties ranges anywhere frou several months to one year or 
more from the time that the expense is actually incurred. 

applies to partnerships. See A 0  1979-22. It appears that Goldman 
Sachs has provided the use of its facilities to the Committee. In 
the view of the Audit Division, the Conunittee has not demonstrated 
that it reimbursed Goldman Sachs for the use of its facilities 
"within a commercially reasonable time." 11 CFR S114.9(d). 
Specifically, the affidavits do not supply any specific examples 
of other clients of similar size and risk, examples of similar 
types of activity where billings were delayed several months to 
over one (1) year or where Golduan Sachs donated its services at 
cost. 

nr. Norton's affidavit addressed the car service and the 

The Commission besieves that 11 CFR 3114.9, by analogy. 

Manatt, Phelps, Phillips. b Kantor 
3 .. ,. 
This firm incurred $120,192 in expenses from September, 

1991 to June, 1992. These expenses were billed an July 28, 1992 
and paid in two installments of $60,096 each on August 7, and 
September 12, 1992. According to the Committee, Mickey Rantor was 
the campaign chairman and used employees of the law firm to work 
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for the Committee. Hr. Kantor volunteered hie services but the 
firm vas reimbursed for the employees' services. In addition to 
employees' sesvices, such a6 secretarial, temporary help and 
library research, the firm was reimbursed for expenses incurred 
for office rent, meals, telephones, copying and postal services. 
The firm appeared to have billed the Committee at cost for certain 
items on its invoices. 

The Committee submitted additional material on November 
10, 1993. According to a memorandum from Manatt, Phelps C 
Phillips, 'Our law firm utilizes various billing practices within 
our ordinary and normal course of business. One such practice 
involves the accumulation of fees ant2 costs during the life of a 
project, with the billing at the conclusion of the project.' 

submitted an affidavit from Judi Cunniaghaa, the accounting 
manager for Manatt, Phelps & Phillips. According to the affidavit 
the firm billed the Committee on January 13, 1992 for costs 
incurred from September through December, 1991, and sent another 
bill on Way 31, 1992 for costs incurred from January through April 
1992. Hs. Cunninghsm states that -as of July, 1992, the firm had 
not yet received payment for such periodic invoices. As a result, 
after consultation with the Campaign, new invoices dated July 28, 
1992 were prepared and forwarded to the Campaign." The July 28, 
1992 bill includes the previous charges as well as charges far Play 
and June, 1992. According to the Cawittee, it did not have any 
record of receiving the f i r s t  two billings. The Co ittee did not 
report any debts owed to this firm until August, 1992. 

The Committee sent copies of both invoices in question. 
The initial invoice dated January 13, 1992 was cant to Ronatt, 
Phelps' address in Lo6  Angeles to Hiekey Kantor. nr. Aantor was ru 
partner in the firm. mother invoice dated nay 31, 1992 was alro 
sent to Hanatt, Phelps, attention Mickey Kantor. The July 28, 
1992 bill the Committee finally recognized sad paid, was sent to 
the Committee in Little Rock, Arkansas. There is no explanation 
why R r .  Aentos did not send these earlier invoices on to the 
Committee in Little Rock. 

In response to the Interim Audit Report the Committee 

In the response, the Committee states that it does not 
think it is relevant whether the firm billed on a periodic basis 
or not, since it is within the firm's orainnry course of business 
to bill at the end of the project. Accoraing to the affidavit, 
"Pro bono representations typically involve the provision of 
volunteer legal services and may or may not involve the provisions 
of costs as well. In those instances where the firm seeks to 
recover costs, it is common to bill the costs either periodically 
(but not necessarily monthly) or only once, at the end of the 
project.R 
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It is understandable for a firm to bill a client for 
periodic expenses, yet it appears this firm went to the trouble of 
billing the Committee $90 on February 3, 1992 for the use of the 
firm's board room on February 5th and 6th, 1992. The Committee 
does not explain why this vendor would normally wait to bill 
approximateLy $120,000 in expenses but go to the trouble of 
billing $90 en a timely basis. 

applies to partnerships. See A0 1979-22. It appears that Manatt, 
Phelps, Phillips, and uantor provided the use of its facilities to 
the Committee. In the view of the Audit Division, the Committee 
has not demonstrated that it reimbursed Uanatt, Phelp6, Phillips, 
and Kantor f o r  the use of i t s  f c c i l i t i e s  "sritLin a comercirLly 
reasonable time.' 11 CFR 5114.9(d). Specifically, the affidavit 
does not supply any specific examples of other clients of similar 
s i z e  and risk, and examples of similar types of activity where 
billings were delayed several months. 

? 

The Commission believes that 11 CFR 5114.9, by analogy, 

Rozark productions 

Hozark productions produced a video for the Committee. 
Starting in February, 1992, Rozerk began paying different 
businesses and individuals to produce the video. The last check 
written by Hozark was on Hay 4, 1992. 2llozat-k billed the Committee 
$14,019 on May 16, 1992. The Conrmfttee reimbursed Mozark on 
August 21, 1992. It appears that Mozark is just recovering its 
expenses. 

The Committee stated at an August 12, 1993 conference 
with the auditors, that Barry Thomason was the producer of the 
video and volunteered his services. In the Cowittee's response 
to the exit conference, they 6tated 'Uooark provided production 
services to the Committee and billed the Comittee in full for 
production costs. The personal service6 of Harry and Linda 
Thomason were volunteered under 11 CPR 5100.7(b)(3).' 

extension of credit in thc ordinary ccurse of business.' 

submitted an affidavit from Barry Thomason the President of Hozark 
Productions. According to Mr. Thoenason. it is standard 
entertainment industry practice for production companies to bill a 
client for the direct costs of preparing a video plus a fee for 
services of the producers. Be and his wife, Linda 
Bloodsworth-Thomason volunteered their personal services in 
connection with the production of the videos. The company did not 
compensate them for the volunteer services they provided. Rr. 
Thomason also states that it i s  an ordinary business practice for 
Prozark to bill at the conclusion of the project, which is 
customary in the industry. 

This statement did not address the question of the 

In response to the Interim Audit Report, the Committee 

Page 23, Approved 12/27/94 28025 



20  

. . .: 

The personal services of Harry Thomason and Linda 
Bloodsworth-Thomason may be volunteered to the Committee. % 
11 CFR 5100.7(&)(3). However, because Wozark Productions provided 
other production strvices to the Committee which are part of its 
usual and normal business, the extension of credit for such 
services must be made in the ordinary course of business. 11 CPR 
5116.l(c)(defining commercial vendors); 11 CFR 5116.3 (ordinary 
course of business standard). The Committee's response did not 
give any examples of other clients the company does business with 
of similar size and risk for which similar services have been 
provided and similar billing arrangements have been used. The 
affidavit does not address whether the company requires other 
clients to Ceposit money or make advance payments prior to 
services being provided; or, if this is not done, whether the 
company normally sends progreas billings at different stages of 
the project. Mozark does not address its failure to make 
follow-up billings and why it took-no action to collect this debt. 
In the view of the Audit Division, it has not been established 
that the extension of credit was made in the ordinary course of 
business under 11 CFR 5116.3. 

Walter Kyle 

Walter Kyle is an attorney who worked for the Cowittee 
in New Hampshire, starting in October, 1991. ne incurred 51,974 
in expenses from October 24, 1991 to February 24, 1992. From the 
Committee's Check Request Form, he apparently billed the Committee 
on Hay 1 and 4 ,  1992 and was paid by the Committee on September 3, 
1992. He also billed the Committee $13,500 for services between 
October, 1991 and Way, 1992. The invoice is undated, but the 
Committee paid Mr. Kyle on September 11, 1992. 

submitted an affidavit from Mr. Ryle. He states that his billing 
procedures were consistent with the billing practice5 for other 
clients of like size and financial capacity. In his work as 
plaintiff's attorney, he does not receive peyawnt for services 
until after completion of the case. fn matters before the United 
Statas Claims Caurt, his practice bills within 90 days of 
completion of the case. 

performed for the Committee. Mr. Kyle appeared ta be instrumental 
in setting up the Colgmittee*e New Bampshire office. Of the 
$13,500 in servicca paid f o r ,  $ 7 # 2 5 0  was made up of 29 hours work 
at $250 an hour for the following: 15 hours to search for NH 
headquarters, photographs and review of market conditions; 4 hours 
for negotiating the lease and drafting the option agreement; 10 
hours for negotiation with the phone company for the 1992 number, 
and negotiation with sign companies for refurbiching signs. He 
2db0, billed 56,500 for legal and political consultation between 
November, 1991 and Ray, 3992. 

In response t o  the Interim Audit Report, the Coll~littce 

The work described above is not the type of work he 
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Neither the Committee nor the vendor presented any 
information on why the vendor delayed the billing for the 51,974 
in expanses. The vendor had made two prior billings to the 
Committee, which were not included in the finding, for expenses 
incurred in October, 1991 and paid in October, 1991 and January, 
1992. Xe was also reimbursed by the Committee with two drafts for 
expenses incurred in January, 1992. 

Though part of Mr. Kyleps work would require an 
attorney's expertise, it is not the same as being a plaintiff's 
attorney or presenting matters before the United States Claims 
Court. The response does not address the same type of services 
and billings pravided by Mr. Kyle to the Committee and similar 
clients. Therefore, in the Audit staff's opinion, it has not 
established that the extension of credit was in the ordinary 
course of bu6ineS6 as required by 1% CFR S116.3(c). 

Newmark and Company Real Estater InC. 

The Committee rented office space Prom this corporation 
in New York City starting December 16, 1991. A total of three 
offices were rented during the primary campaign and the 
convention. The Committee made the following rent payments; 
$4,000 on February 3; $750 on March 31: and $7§0 on April 1, 1992. 
Newmark sent the Committee a final bill. dated August 19, 1992 with 
a total amount due of $20,730. According to the lease agreement a 
$1,500 deposit was due and payable at the tine of the execution 
and delivery of the lease. It appears the $750 payments made on 
March 31 and April 1, 1992 by the Committee were considered 
deposits by the vendor. The two gaynents, totaling $1,500, were 
subsequently refunded to the Committee. The August 19, 1992 
invoice covered the total rent charges for three offices between 
December 16, 1991 and August 15, 1992. If the $4,000 payment is 
applied against the earliest rent due, the Committee owed $20,730 
for the period from Harch 1, 1992 to August 15, 1992. The 
Committee paid this amount on October 21, 1992. 

In response to the Interim Audit Report, the Cornittee 
submitted an affidavit froa Hargaret Feranclly, a licensed real 
estate salesperson associated with the vendor. According to the 
affidavit, the vendor did not bill the Committee until August 19, 
1992. The reason for the delayed billing is that the parties did 
not have an executed lease and the computer system is not equipped 
to bill tenants without there being a properly executed lease. 
This statement is inconsistent with the information provided by 
the Committee during fieldwork. The Committee provided a copy of 
the lease it had with the vendor, that was signed only by a 
Committee representative. The vendor also billed the Committee at 
least three times in February and March, 1992 prior to August 19, 
1992 billing demonstrating that the Cornittee was at some point in 
Newmark's billing system. According to the information provided 
by the Committee, since this Committee was in the vendor's billing 
system, the vendor*s normal business practice would have been to 
bill the Comnittee an a more frequent bakis. The vendor's 
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affidavit a l so  provides exaaples of situations when errors 
resulted in delayed billing. However, as noted, the explanation 
of how this particular situation occurred i s  not consistent with 
the documentation gathered during the audit. Therefore, in the 
Audit staff's opinion, it has not been established that the 
extension of credit was in the ordinary COUlSe of business as 
required by 11 CFR 5116.3. 

TRADEC 

The Committee received invoices Prom this vendor for 
various charges incurred in January, February, and narch of 1992. 
The charges included travel expenses, office expenses, rent and 
professional services. Although the vendor's invoices indicate 
"Professional Services($85 per hr.)", the vendor billed the 
Committee at a reduced rate or did not bill the Committee for such 
services. According to vendor invoices noted above, the Committee 
incurred actual charges for professional services o f  $9,308. 
However, the Committee was billed Only $1,580 for professional 
services. The difference, $7,808 ($9,308-$1,500), was itemized on 
the invoice as "in-kind services." The Committee paid the 
expenses for travel, office rent and the reduced Charges for 
professional services. 

there was a letter dated February 6, 1993 from the Committee to 
TFUbDEC. The letter contained the following information, "A review 
of our records indicates that during JanuaryI February, and narch 
1992, Tradec performed certain services f o r  which you did not bill 
the Clinton for President Conmittee. Federal lev prohibits 
corporate contributions in connection with federal elections, 
including the donation of goods and services. accordingly in 
order to camply with federal regulations, we have enclosed a check 
in the amount of SY,BOY.50 to cover the cost of such services." 

November 10, 1993, restated the above information, and included 
that "[alccordingly, thete was no extension ob credit outside the 
normal course of business in the amount of $7,BQ7.50." 

submitted an affidavit from Scott JaCkSOmr Prarident of Trade 
Development Consortium, Inc. Be states that he acted as a finance 
co-chairman for the Committee volunteering his time to the 
Committee and that he did not receive coapenration from the fIrm 
for  the time he volunteered to the Co ittee. "Bowover, pursuant 
to my understanding with the Committee, I accounted for my 
personal time and the personal time of Batric Booth spent 
supervising the maintenance of a fundraising database and 
performing event coordination even though these services qualified 
as exempt volunteer services on the invoicer pursuant to 11 C.F.R. 
100,7(b)(3). Because of confucien over the meaning of 'in-kind' 
services on the invoice the Colausittee paid the $ 7 , 8 0 8 ,  

When the Audit staff was reviewing this vendor file, 

Additional information submitted by the Committee on 

In response to the Interim Audit Report, the Committee 
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The vendor never billed the Committee for  the $7,808. 
The Audit staff is in agreement with the Committee. According to 
the information submitted, TRADEC did not pay or incur any 
liability to Hr. Jackson or Mr. Booth. Therefore, the Committee 
overpaid this corporation by the $7,808. The Committee should 
attempt to have the vendor refund this, amount. The $7,808 has 
been included as an accounts receivable on the Committee's NOCO in 
Finding KIK.C. 

American Federation of Teachers 

This labor organization paid for an adwertibement that 
ran in the New York Times on April 5, 1992. The original invoice 
sent to the Committee, dated may 14, 1992 for $12,126 was 
apparently filled out incorrectly (bill to name was incorrect). 
According to a letter from the American Federation of Teachers 
("AFT") dated February 3, 1993, the Committee authorized this paid 
political advertisement./ A corrected invoice dated February 2, 
1993 accompanied this letter. The Committee paid AFT on February 
18, 1393. It should be noted that it does not appear that the 
payment originated from American Federation of Teachers' Comittee 
on Political Education (Federal Account). 

stated the same information a6 above, and also that the AFT did 
not realize t h e i r  m i s t a k e  until late January, 1993. According to 
the Committee, "there was an error in preparation of the original 
invoice from AFT. As boon as it was discovered, a new invoice was 
issued to the Committee and it was paid promptly. This was fully 
in accordance with the requirements of 22 CFR S 114.9 and 116.3." 

submitted an affidavit from Rachelle Biorowitz, the political 
director of the AFT. The affidavit supports the clerical error 
previously addressed in the finding. The response does not 
address the apparent failure to pay the expenses from the American 
Federation of Teachers' Committee on Political Education (Federal 
Account). Also, the response does not address who in the 
Committee authorized the advertisement, or why the Cornittee did 
not estimate the amount of the bill and disclose it a6 a debt on 
their FEC reports. 

The Cowittee submitted a l e t t e r  from the AFT which 

In response to the Interim Audit Report, the Committee 

c .* 

- 3/ The newspaper advertisement contained the following: "Paid 
f o r  and authorired by the Bill Clinton for President 
Committee. 
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Given the information provided, in the Audit staff's 
opinion the transactions discussed abave constitute a contribution 
from the American Federation of T@?¶Cher6 for the period April, 
1992 until February, 1993 in the amount o f  $12,126 pursuant to 11 
CFR S100.7(a)(l). 

Occidental Betroleurn 

The Committee provided the following information in 
response to the Audit staff's questions concerning payments to 
this vendor. "Jerry Stern was an executive of Occidental 
Petroleum Corporation who was a volunteer in the caapaign. Be 
retired from the company at the end of last year (19929. The 
payments made to QPC were rci~uroements for expenses incurred for 
use of Corporate facilities pUrSuant to 11 C . F . R .  SllQ.S(d)." 
Host of the expenses paid to Occidental Petroleun were for 
seeretarial services and other office expenses. The first invoice 
received by the  Comaittee was dated April 21, 1992 for office 
expenses totaling $3,055 incurred during the period January, 1992 
through February 28, 1992. This invoice was paid on Ray 5 ,  1992. 
The Committee received another invoice dated Ray 27, 1992 in the 
amount of $1,446 for office expen6es incurred during the period 
aarch 2, 1992 through Flarch 31, 1992. The Committee paid this 
invoice on September 8, 1992. The last billing W ~ L C  for expenses 
incurred January 1992 through June 3 0 ,  1992. However, rost of the 
expenses were for April through June. These expenses totaling 
$7,381 were billed August 31, 1992 and paid October 9, 1992. 

August 13, 1992, from the Committee, f o r  expenses incurred in 
Februasy. 1992. In addition, a $3,000 charge, also incurred in 
February, 1992, appeared to have been paid by Jerry Stern, but 
there was no evidence af a reimbursement having Been made. 

In response to the Interirs Audit: Report, the Committee 
submitted an affidavit from Chester T. Oliver, Director of 
Accounting Services of Occidental Petroleum Corporation. Mr. 
Oliver states that the vemdor it not a commercial vendor and the 
corporate headquarters office does not extend credit in the 
ordinary course of its business. He continues, "the process was 
time consuming because Occidental ie not in the business of 
providing secretarial assistance, rental of office equipment, and 
it is not normal for accidental to bill for these items in the 
course of its business." The CQ ittee also submitted an 
affidavit from Gerald a. Stern, equately dosureneing the  S3,000. 

apply to Occidental Petroleum since it is a corporation not 
engaged in its normal commercial activities. Under 11 CFR 
S114.9(aI, a corporate executive used the corporation's facilities 
for individual activities in connection with a Fede 
and Occidental Petroleum was reimbursed within a co 
reasonable time. 

Jerry Stern also received a reimbursement of $4,475 on 

In the Audit staff's opinion, bl CFR 5116.3 does not 
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Democratic Party of Arkansas (DE%) 

There was a written agreement between the Committee and 
the Democratic Party of Arkansas signed January 24, 1992. Under 
the terms of the agreement the DPA would lease space with 
telephones for $10 a day. The DPA sent the Comittce an invoice 
on May 13, 1993 for $7,718 which covered the conference center for 
the period February 10 to duly 10, 1992 for $1.,360 ($10 x 136 
days) and $6,358 in telephone charges. The Committee paid the 
entire amount nay 19, 1993. 

states that administrative error due to a Pack of sufficient 
personnel and financial resources delayed issuance of the invoice. 
They also submitted an affidavit from Greg 8. Brom,  Treasurer of 
the Democratic Party of Arkansas. that supported what the 
Committee hed said. In fact, Mr. Brown slates that it was the 
Committea that advised the DPA that they had never received an 
invoice. 

In the Audit staff's opinion, the Committee has failed 
to establish that these charges are exempt from the dafinitian of 
a contribution under 11 CFR S100.7. The amount advanced exceeds 
the contribution limitation by $2,718 ($7,718 - $5,000 
limitation). However, based on the Cemitteers response and the 
relatively small amount of the excessive contribution no further 
action is warranted. 

In response to the Interim Audit Report, the Committee 

The Sutherland Compengl 

During the period October 25,  1991 to June 16, 1992 the 
corporation incurred expenses on behalf of the Committee totaling 
$29,298. Various invoices detailed charger €or travel, printing 
telephone, postage, vendor staff coordination of events (including 
arrangements, invitations, call books, etc.), advance work, 
contract labor, campaign banners, buonper stickers, fliers, 
fundraising and radio advertising. Finally, included in the above 
invoices were charges for the use of an aircraft totaling $3,214. 
The flights occurred November, 1991 through February 4, 1992, but 
were not paid until Bay, 1992. A later flight in April, 1992 was 
not paid until July 2, 1992. The vendor billed the Committee on 
January 20, March 6, April 23 and June 15, 2992. During the 
period nay 5, 1992 through July 2, 1992, the Committee paid 
Sutherland pmpany $29,298. 

vendor for Suthcrland Co. servicea 9/15-18/15/91 for $2,000. The 
company apparently made no other billings for its services after 
that date. 

In response to the Interim Audit Report, the Camittee 

-I 

Not included in the finding, is an early payment to this 

submitted an affidavit from Tucker Sutherland. The affidavit does 
not describe his position with the corporation, but it does state 
that Craig Suthcrland ran the corporation's Austin office, and 
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left the company in 1992 to join the Committee. Be 5160 States 
that the primary business of the company is political canpaign 
consulting and political communications. The cOlarnitte@'6 records 
show that Craig Sutherland received his first paycheck from the 
Committee on December 16, 1991. 

Clinton for Preoid@nt Committee wa6 in the normal course of 
business for the Sutherland Company and billed according to our 
normal business practices." I r .  Sutherland state6, "It is normal 
operating procedure for us to bill both political and other 
commercial clients on a project basis after the project is 
complete and we have col lected bills from S U ~ C Q ~ ~ ~ ~ S C ~ O ~ S  involved 
in the pro j c c t  . 

~ccordiag to the affidavit, the corporation does not o m  
any aircraft. The vendor stater that the company arrarngas for 
client transportation for events in its normal course of business. 

it has not been established that the extension of credit was in 
the ordinary course of business. 11 CFR SIlB.3(c). 

According to the affidavit 'All credit extended to the 

Based OR the responser in the Audit staff's opinion, 

Bellring Lindcman Goldstein and Siegal. 

This law firm incurred $6,620 for expenses through June 
15, 1992 in connection with the "organization and management of 
Yale Law School Graduate6 for Bill Clinton". There is a notation 
on their invoice for $700 for irn-kind contributions. Therefore, 
the firm credited this amount against the total expanses. The 
firm billed the Committee $5,920 on September 4, 1992 and tht 
Conmittee paid the vendor on November 19, 1992. 

In response to the Interim Audit Report, the Committee 
submitted an affidavit from Robert S. Baymr, an attorney-at-law 
in New Jersey and a member of the law fira of Bellring Lindeman 
Goldstein and Siegal. According to the affidavit, starting in 
November, i991 he volunteered his free time to the CcrPFnittee in 
connection with tho organization and aanageaent of tho Yale Law 
School Graduates for Bill Clinton. 

out-of-pocket disbursements and tor all other dicburseaents after 
the conclusion of the matter. 'Thio is consist 
the firm bills nunesous matters, including ro 

matters in which the di~bursements are not expected to be or do 
not prove to be significant." 

Concerning the in-kind contribution, R c .  Baymar stated 
that on April 3, 1992 and nay 16, 1992, he and his wife wrote two 
checks totaling $700 payable to the law firm f o r  the figs's 
out-of-pocket expenses. according to Rr. Raymar, based on these 
two checks, the firsre; out af pocket expender were paid in full 

The firm intended to bill the Co ittee for all 

contingent fee negligence matters, matriaonaa p-r matters, and 
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-. through April 
their in-kind 
The Committee 

20, 1992. Both individuals notified the Committee of 
contributions on April 3, 1992 and Hay 19, 1992. 
reported the in-kind contributions. 

According to the affidavit, the balance of the expenses 
were incurred between April 21, 1992 and June 15, 1992, except the 
secretarial services of $4,727 which were incurred at some point 
between Novedxr, 1991 and June 15, 1992. 

Initially, Mr. Raymar was going to bill the Committee 
for expenses incurred between June 15, 1992 and July 15, 1992. 
After the convention, he concluded that he "night inadvertently 
and inappropriately be allowing the primary election organization 
to subsidize the general election campaign.* After June 15, 1992, 
blr. Raymar states he turned his efforts to the Demlocratic National 
Committee's generzll election faz?zaisirq and other activities. 

billing the DNC Victory Fund/Federal Account for $4,741.81 for 
expenses incurred from June 16, 1992 to August 31, 1992 in 
connection with the Yale t a w  School Graduates for  Victory Fund 
'92. According to the affidavit, it took time to properly 
allocate the expenses between the two Committees, which is why the 
billing wasn't sent until September 8, 1992. The firm also sent 
additional letters requesting payment on October 15, 1992 and 
November 25, 1992. 

underlying documents, the relatively small amount and the firm's 
subsequent attempts to collect the amount, the Audit Division 
Believes that no further action is warranted. 

On the September 8 ,  1992 billing, the firm is also 

Given the explanatian provided, coupled with the 

Sun Building Associates 

The Committee rented office space in Washington, D.C. 
from this vendor. There was no written lease agreement and no 
deposit apparently required. The Comittee occupied the offices 
f o r  the first four months af 1992 and made no payments during that 
time. The Cornittee occupied 2,310 square feet for  the first 
three months and 4,621 square feet in April. The vendor sent 
letters on April 8 and April 3 0 ,  1992 requesting payment. The 
April 30, 1392 letter was rent by attorneys threatening legal 
action if the Comittee did not vacate the premises. The 
Committee paid the full $12,390 on Bay 1, 1992. 

In response to the Interim Audit R@port, the Committee 
submitt$d-- an affidavit from Charles A. Trainurn, Yr., a managing 
general partner of Sun Building Associates. According to the 
affidavit, the Space the Committee rented was vacant from hugust, 
1987, to January, 1992. The Cosrnittre only wanted the space 
during the duration of the camopaign. Mr. Trainurea agreed to lease 
the Committee soat or el1 of the ninth floor space. It was agreed 
that he would try to lease the space on a permanent basis and that 
he would require them to vacate the building on 30 days notice. 

- 
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The vendor represents that it customarily rents auch vacant rpaec 
to short term or tesoporary tenants baaed on verbal as opposed to 
written agreements. For instance tha vendor currently rents space 
to a local foundation, on a basis identical to the space rented to 
the Committee. 

nr. Trainurn continues, that since his law offices are in 
the same building, and given the temporary nature of the 
arrangesent, he decided to handle the billing for the space 
himself rather then turn it over to Sun Building hsmciate'r 
management agent, Bicheel flanagcrP@nt Goapsrny. The Committee was 
constantly moving its location on the ninth floor constantly 
expanding and contracting i t s  space. Because of this and that he 
was busy in his law practice he did not bill the Committee for 
rent until April 1, 1992. At that the, after consulting w i t h  t h e  
Committee, he determined that the Ccmittee had oecupied an 
average of one-half of the ninth floor office space, 

The Committee continued to rant thio space through the 
end of July, 1 9 9 2 .  BPetween July and November, 1992, the space was 
leased by to the Clinton/Gore ' 9 2  60 ittee (General Committee). 
Starting in may, tht Comaittee paid s rent to Xichael aanagearent 
Company. At the time of its first billing on flay 1, the Co 
was billed for the January through April rent, as w e l l  as the play 
rent. The Committee did not pay this rent until June 23, 1992. 
Since the Comaittee was late making its nay and June rent 
payments, both payable at the first of each manth, it was asresaed 
a 5% late papent fee om a bill dated 9uly 1' 1992 which was paid 
on July 28. The General Comatittee made prompt monthly payments 
after that through NovelBbec, 1992. 

underlying documents, the subsequent action of the vendor with 
cebpece to the nay through July rent and the vemdor*s subsequant 
attempts to collect the amount, in ths Audit rtaffno opinion, no 
further actisn is warranted. 

Given the explanation provided, coupled with the 

Q'Keefe Ashenelen Lyons L Ward 

This f irm incurred expenses from October 16, 1991 to 
Harch 10, 1992. The firm billed the Committee for their expenses 
on Uarch 11 f o r  $2,240 and on March 2 0 ,  1992 for 56,418. The 
Cowittee reimbursed the fir= $8,658 on Scptelbsr % #  1992. The 
firm's invoice appeared to be just recovering expenses they 
incurred. The letter accompanying the .@larch 20, 1992 billing 
suggests that the agreesent bctw@%n the firm and the Comsitteo 
called for the expenses to be billed only after the Illinois 
Primary . 

submitted an affidavit from S. flichael Elanaton a partner in the law 
firm. According to the affidavit, it is the C U S ~ Q ~ ,  in the 
ordinary course of bu~iness, to bill exp@t16es at the conclusion of 
a matter in non-recurPinag toan&aCtfonS, such as real eatate taxI 

In response f a  the Interim Audit Report the Committee 

* 
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wills, probate, as well as all pro bono Work, civic affairs, and 
other comaunity relations. The firm usually has no problems 
collecting from clients. They have .no standard practice of 
actively pursuing collection efforts for sometimes up to a year or 
more, a policy adopted by the firm as a matter of business 
courtesy conducive to its policy of low-key, non-aggressive client 
relations suitable to its practice and clientele." Flr. Kevin H. 
O'Keefe volunteered his time and was not compensated by the firm 
for his volunteer services. 

The Commission believes that 11 CFR 5114.9, by analogy, 
applies to partnerships. tee A0 1979-23. It appears that of the 
$8,658 reimbursed to this vendor, $2,240 represents the use of 
firm facilities. IR the view of the Audit Division, the Committee 
has not demonstrated that it rei-ursed OoUeefe Ashenden Lyons & 
ward for the use of its facilities "within a conunercially 
reasonable tire." 11 CFR 5114.9(d). With respect to the 
remaining $6,418 reinnbursad €or travel, in the Audit staff's 
opinion, it has not been established that this extension of credit 
was in the ordinary course of business pursuant to 11 CFR 
§100.7(a)(4). Specifically, the affidavit does not supply any 
specific examples of similar types of activity where billings were 
delayed several months. 

TAC Air 

The Committee used an aircraft, owned by TAC Air, which 
is a division of Truman Arnold Companies, a corporate entity. TAC 
Air is licensed to offer commercia% services for travel. A review 
of the vendor file indicated that invoices were paid in a timely 
manner for the use of this aircraft exeept for trips taken on 
January 27, 1992. The flight itinerary for the January 27th 
flights included an invoice from TAC Air dated Februiary 24, 1992, 
indicating that Committee personnel traveled to various locations 
in South Dakota, and Colorado incurring a liability of $9,370. 
Although these flights were made in January, 1992, and invoiced in 
February, the Committee did not reimburse TAC Air until August 10, 
1992. In addition, it appeared that a liability existed in the 
amount of 54,232 for flights taken on nay I, 1992, and invoiced on 
Hay 13, 1992 for which no payment had been found. 

Audit Report the affidavit of James 8 .  Day, Administrative Vice 
President of Truman Arnold Companies, ("TAC"). Mr. Day states 
that "TAC provides various comoaercial aviation services through 
its TAC Air operating division. TAC Air is s licensed air charter 
operator .... Xn addition to the use of TAC Air charter aircraft, 
the Committee used TAC*S private corporate plane on several 
occasions. As required, the Committee paid for the use of the 
corporate plane in advance and paid for the use of charter 
aircraft subsequent to the flight within the COUKS@ of TAC Air's 
business." Hr. Day states further that "[o]n April 6, 1992 TAC 
trroneously appl'iec? a $10,859.00 payment (check 86650)  for the use 
of the corporate plane to the ColltoPittee's charter account. This 

The Committee subaitted in its response to the Interim 
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credit to the  account would have cleared invoice 811390 
($9,370.18) in our accounting system and in accordance with our 
normal billing procedures no past due notices w ~ u l d  have been 
mailed to the Committee. Thus, neither TAC Air nor the Committect 
would have been aware of the outstanding invoice.." 

Although, Mr. Day states in his affidavit that 'neither 
TAC Air nor the Cornittee would have been aware of the outstanding 
invoice," it is noted that the Co ittee reported the $9.370 a6 a 
debt owed by the Comaittee in its riginal disclosure reports 
file8 with the C0mmib;sion for reporting periods FEbxuary, 1992 
through August, 1992. Firdally, Ur. Day stater that the April 6, 
payment of $10,859 far the use of the Company'$ corporate aircraft 
was inadvertently applied to the charter account. Bowevat, Mr. 
Day does not address why ThC did not pursue the balance owed for 
the use o f  the corporate aisctaft, although e acknowledges in his 
affidavit that papent is "required" t o  be de in advance for the 
use of this aiscraft. 

In the Audit staff's opinion, it Rats not been 
established that the extension of credit was lslade in the ordinary 
Course a€ business under 11 CFR S115.3. 

The Committee provided a second affidavit from nr. Day 
which states that a charter flight originally dchcduled for Hay 1, 
1992 did not occur and no liability exists in the mount ob 
$4,232. No further action is necessary with respc?ct to this 
flight. 

As previously mentioned, in thc anterim Audit Report, 
the Audit 6taf€ reco ndled that the C 0  ittee provide additional 

extended by the vtndors wae i the noraal COUKBC of their 
busine~s, including ttatments froa the vendors, and did not 
reprtstnt prohibited contributions. The reco dation stated 
that the information provided should Include plea of ether 
customers or clients of similar size and risk which similar 
ecrvices have been provided and ririlar billing ~ r r ~ n ~ e ~ e ~ t s  have 
been used. Also .  information concerning billing policies for 
similar clients and work, advance payment policies, debt 
collection policies, and billing cycles should be included. The 
Audit staff furtheP recommended that the Committee provide 
documents to support itt argument that so~lle of thaoe activities 
are permissible under 11 CFR 5114.9 or are exempt from the 
definition of a contribution under 11 CFR 0100.7(b). 

vendors, but none of the vendors provided rpecifi 
other clients or customers as required in the rec 
SpecificalSy, in the Case of Coldman Sachr and Co 
Phelps, Phillips and Fiantor, and Q'Keef ohendea Lyons & ward. 
t h e  Audit Division believes th s not ~ 6 t ~ b l i ~ h e d  
that there firms have been rei ittee for use of 
its facilities "within a commh tiad." 11 CT 

documentation OK any other EO e n t r  to deronstrste that the credit 

The Cornittee did pravidc affidavits from all the 
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- 5114.9(d). Additionally, in the view of the Audit Division, it 
appears that the American Federation of Teachers has made a 
contribution pursuant to 11 CFR S1QQe7(a)(l). 

Productions, Newmark and Company Real Estate, Inc., The Sutherland 
Company, Walter Kyle and TAC Air, the Committee did not 
demonstrate that the companies followed their established 
procedures, their past practice, and whether the extension of 
credit conformed to the usual and norsaal practice in their 
business or in their industry as required by 11 CPR 5116.3. The 
Committee has been able to establish that Occidental Petroleum did 
not make a contribution under 11 CFR 5114.9. 

'> 

In the Audit staff8s opinion, with respect to nozark 

In the Audit staff's opinion, the amount of the 
contributions made by those 9 vendors, corporation, and 
partnerships by virture of their extension of credit and other 
advances is $246,162. Attachment 3 contains the contribution 
amount for each vendor, corporation, and partnership. 

Based on the additional information provided by the 
Committee, in the Audit staff's opinion, no further action is 
warranted with respect to Occidental Petroleurn, the Democratic 
Party of Arkansas, Bellring Lindeman Goldstein and Sicgal, and Sun 
Building Associates. Since no liability existed with T W E C ,  
the Audit Division believes that there was no extension of credit 
by this vendor to the Committee. 

111. Findings and Recommendations Related to Title 26 of the 
United States Code 

A. Calculation of Repayment Ratio 

Section 9038(b)(2)(A) of Title 26 of the United States 
Code states that if the Commission determines that any amount of 
any payment made to a candidate from the matching payment account 
was used fOK any purpose other than to defray the qualified 
campaign expenses with respect to which ouch payment was mader it 
shall notify such candidate of the amount so used, and the 
candidate shall pay to the Secretary an amount equal to such 
amount. 

Section 9038.2(b)(2)(iii) of Title 11 of the Code of 
Federal Regulations states, in part, that the amount of any 
repayment sought under this section ohall bear the same ratio to 
the total amount determined eo have been used €or non-qualified 
campaign expenses as the amount of matching funds certidied to the 
candidate bears to the total amount of deposits of contributions 
and matching funds, as of the candidate'o date of ineligibility. 

the Committee's receipt activity is as follows: 
The formula and appropriate calculation with respect to 
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Total Hatching Funds Certified to the 
Candidate as of his date of ineligibility n Repayment Percentage 
minerator + total contributions deposited 

by the candidate as ob his 
date of ineligibility 

$6,493,027 P .258346 
$ 6  , 493,827 4. $18,639,995 

Therefore, the Eepa nt ratio lis 25.8346% 

E. Apparent Non-qualified Campaign Expenses 

Section 9032.S(a) af Title 11 of the Code of Federal 
Regulations, in part, defines a qualified c ~ ~ p a i g n  expense as one 
incurred by or on behalf oi the candidate from the date the 
individual became a candidate through the last day of the 
candidate's eligibility; made in connection with his or her 
campaign for nomination; and neither the incurrence nor the 
payment of which constitutes a violation of any law of the united 
States or the State in which the expense is incurred or paid. 

Section 9033.11(a) of T i t l e  11 of the Code of Federal 
Regulations states, in part, that each candidate shall have the 
burden of proving that disburaementa made by the candidate or his 
or her authorized cotamittee(s) or pereons authorized to make 
expenditures an behalf of the candidate or c~mitteeI6) are 
qualified campaign expenses. 

Regulations specifies the record keeping requirements for 
disbursements greater than $200. 

Regulations, in part, requires that far all other disburaementr a 
candidate must present a record disc%oslncg the identification of 
the payte, the amount, date and purpose of the disbursement if 
mads from a petty cash fund, or a canceled check nsgotieted by tho 
payee that states the identification of th@ payee, and the amount., 
date and purpose of the disburaenaent. 

Section 9034.4(a) of Title fl of the Code o f  Federal 
Regulations, states that all contributions received by an 
individual from the date he or she becores a candidate and all 
matching payments received by the candidate shall be used only to 
defray qualified campaign expensea or to repay loans or otherwise 
restore funds (other than contributions which were received and 
expended to defray qualified campaign expenseo) which were used to 
defray qualified campaign expenses. 

Federal Regulations state, in part, that the term capital asset  
means any property used in the operation of the campaign whose 
purchase price txcseded $2,000 when acquired by the committee. 

Section 9033.11(b)(l) of Title 11 of the Code of Federal 

Section 9033.1l(b)(2) o f  Title 11 of the Code of Federal 

Section 9038.5(el(l) and ( 2 )  of Title 11 of the Code of 
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property that must be valued as capital assets under this section 
includes, but is not limited to, office equipment, furniture, 
vehicles and fixtures acquired for use in the operation of the 
candidate's campaign. A list of all capital assets shall be 
maintained by the committee. The fair market value of capital 
assets may be considered to be the total original cost of such 
items acquired less 40%, to account for depreciation, except that 
items acquire& after the date of ineligibility must be valued at 
their fair market value on the date acquired. 

The term other assets means any property acquired by the 
committee for use in raising funds or as collateral for campaign 
loans. Other assets must be included on the candidate's statement 
of net outstanding campaign obligations if the aggregate value of 
such assets exceeds 55,000.  The value of other assets shall be 
determined by the fair market value of each item on the 
candidate's date of ineligibility or on the date the item is 
acquired if acquired after the date of inaligibility. 

Section 9003.4(a)(l) of Title 11 of the Code of Federal 
Regulations states, in part, that a general election candidate may 
incur expenditures before the beginning of the expenditure report 
period, if such expenditures arc for property, services or 
facilities which are to be used in connection with the general 
election and which are used during the expenditure report period. 
5uch expenditures will be considered qualified campaign expenses. 
Examples of such expenditures include but are not limited to: 
expenditures for establishing financial accounting systems, 
expenditures for organizational planning and expenditures for 
polling. 

Regulations, in part, requires all disbursements by a political 
committee, except for disbursements from the petty cash fund, 
to be made by check or similar draft d r a m  on accounts established 
at the committee's campaign depository or depositories. 

Section 102.10 of Title 11 of the Code of Federal 

1. Duplicate Payments or Overpaymnts 

During the review of the Committee's vendor files 
the Audit staff noted a number of instances where the Committee 
had apparently paid the same invoice or charges more than once or 
otherwise overpaid a vendor. In some cases payments were made by 
both check and draft for tho same expenses. In ather situations 
not all of the payments made were credited to the Committee's 
account by a vendor before preparing subaequant billings. In some 
instances the same charges were paid by the Committee more than 
Once within the same check. In a few cases the vendor credited 
overpayments by the Committee to charges incurred by the 
Clinton/Gore '92 Committee (General Committee). These amounts are 
considered to be Accounts Receivable from the General Committee 
and are included on the statement o f  Net Outstanding Campaign 
Obligations (NDCO) at Section XI1.C. The remaining amounts are 
shown on the NOCO as Accounts Receivable from the vendors 
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including those that were recovered after  the HOC0 date. 
Attachment 4 is a listing of the duplicate or overpapents 
identified including the status of the amount. A number Of the 
vendors that are shown on the attachment are also discussed in 
part 3 of this finding. 
should additional documentation be made available, some apparent 
duplicates may be resolved or additional duplicates identified. 
In the Interim Audit Report duplicate or overpayments to 33  
vendors totaling $248,226 were identified. The transactions 
explained above were presented to the Committee during fieldwork 
and at the exit conference. The Committee sent in additional 
information in response to the exit conference on November 10, 
1993. Discussed below are some of the individual iteras listed on 
the attachment as well as information provided by the Committee: 

The Committee was direct billed by Alsao for much of its 
rental car usage. A thorough review of the documentation 
showed that  a number of charges were paid more than once 
and as many as 4 times. After thio problem was brought t Q  
the Comittee*t; attention, the Comaittee obtained a 
reconciliation of its account from Alamo which indicated 
that the duplicate payments were applied to general 
election expenses. The reconciliation shows that the 
amount due from the General Committee is $43,420. This 
amount was reported by the Committee as due from the 
General Committee. 

The Interim Audit Report noted that, 

O The Committee made one payment to Verner Liipfert 
Consulting Services, Inc. on October 21, 1992 for $13,846. 
This vendor billed the Committee on five different 
occasions with each b i l l  reflecting the s u i  of all 
outstanding charges te date. When the CoraPnittce paid the 
vendor they added the total amount owed from each o f  the 
cumulative invoices. The toanittee reported the 
overpayment as a receivable and a re2u~d QPI the Second 
Quarter 1993 PEC Report. 

C & P Telephone was paid for the same invoice on two 
different checks for $3,360 each. We als0 determined that 
the Committee made $10,611. in phone deposits. O f  this 
amount 52,766 was applied to invoiceo. The Committee 
another $1,534 in refunds. Thi& left (L remaining balance 
of $6,311 in phone deposits. The Committee submitted 
additional documentation that established that $5,600 in 
deposits from the Comaittee was refunded and deposited 
into the General Cornsnittee accounts on April 27, 1993. In 
response to the exit conference, the Co ittae subnitted 
additional information that there were additional 
overpopents of $3,606, which were also applied to General 
Election expenses. A total of $9,406 ($5,800 + $3,606) 
was due from the General Camittee. 
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O A payment was made to Southwestern Bell Telcom on August 
19, 1992 for $17,257. Another papent for 517,054 was 
made on October 15, 1992. The came invoices that were 
attached to the second check were also associated with the 
first check. In the Interim Audit Report it stated that 
the $17,054 had been refunded to the Committee. This was 
concluded based on the receipt of a refund check in the 
amount of $25.115 for Southwestern Bell Telecom. However, 
the Primary Committee subsequently transferred the S25,115 
to the General Committee. The General Committee 
tranrfarred to the Primary Committee 519,100 received from 
Southwestern Bell Telecom for refunds of deposits due the 
Primary Committee. These transactions do not resolve the 
$17,054 duplicate payment made by the Primary Committee. 
Based on the information supplied by the Committee, the 
$17,054 i6 either receivable from the General Committee, a 
receivable from the vendor, or a nonqualified castpaign 
expense paid after the date of ineligibility. 

O Initially the Strategic Political Response vendor file did 
not have any of the invoices associated with the 
$2,315,689 in payments to the vendor. The Committee was 
able to reconcile this file and determined that this 
vendor was overpaid by 549,856. The Committee obtained a 
refund of this amount on August 9, 1993. According to the 
information submitted in response to the exit conference. 
this vendor would always bill the Committee on an 
estimated basis. When the jobs were all completed, a 
final account reconciliation was sent to the Committee on 
June 30, 1993. The Committee contends that there was no 
way for the Cornittee to determine the amount of 
overpayment until all the jobs were eoarpleted. Additional 
issues regarding this vendor are discussed in section 2. 
of this finding. 

’ Initially the Committee paid Bary Leslie $22,266 €or an 
invoice dated Hay 28, 1992 with two checks. These checks 
were dated July 10 and Augurt 5, 1992. On August 19, 
1992, the Cosnnnittee paid a duplicate invoice for $17,921 
dated Ray 20, 1992 shewing fewer rharqes. According to 
the Committee’s rerponoe to the exit conference 
presentation of this issue, the Co ittee states that 
there was no duplicate payment. “Us. Leslie applied 
payments received to commissions earned rather than to 
specific invoices”. The Committee sent a memorandum from 
Mary Leslie’s supervisor, Rahm Emanuel, stating he 
authorized payments totalinq $90,180 in accordance with 
her agreement with the Committee. According to the 
Committee, the vendor received 553,049 in commissions. 

The Interim Audit Report stated that absent a statement 
brom.the vendor showing how the fund6 were applied and 
amounts due determined, the amount appears t o  be a 
duplicate payment. 
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In response to the Interim Audit Report the Comstittete 
submitted an unsigned contract with rsary Leslie and 
Associates. 
information concerning this duplicate papent. The 
Committee also rtates that Ils. Leslie ha6 agreed to subait 
an affidavit further clarifying the paynente. To date 
nothing has been received. 

The contract did not add any additional 

In the Interim Audit Report, the Audit staff 
recommended 30 further action for the vendors faom whoa the 
Committee had obtained tefunds of $226,866. For the remaining 
items it was recornended that the Coaslittee submit docurentation 
tha t : 

1 )  

2 )  

3) 

lksonstreted that $50,358 apparently owed by vendors were 
not duplicated ~r overpaid. 

xf duplicate payments or overpayments were madel refunds 
should be obtained from the vendors and the Co 
should report these amounts as receivables from these 
vendors. 

The Committee be reidursed $71.002 by the General 
Committee €or primary payments refunded to the General 
Committee, or applied to general election expenses. 

In response to the Interim Audit Report, the 
Cornittee explained the status of the $50,358 in receivables from 
vendors end individuals. The Cornittee has contacted three 
individuals about overpayments totaling $2.208. Two of the 
individuals deny any overpayments took place. The third person 
was outside the United States and 
Comaittee contends that it should 
repayments for the $2,200 In over 
since it has made teasonable effor 0 solZ%ct the debt6 awed the 
Committee. The Committhe states that it is out the money and has 
no prospect of  collecting the debt and 6hould bt permitted to 
vrite the debts o f f  as bad debts under 11 61B 59034.5(6) without 
penalty. 
able to recover the funds at issueE that does not establish that 
the papgents were qualified campaign expenses. 

The $17,921 receivable from Ia Lorlie was 
previously eddrerred. With respect t0 tb@ re infng amounts, the 
Committee states it bar received $14,806 in r undi and is either 
waiting for the refund or additional docurentation for the 
remaining $15,423. Concerning the $71,002 in receivables from the 
General Cornittee, the Committee otated in its response to the 
Interim Audit Report and in response to the General t 
Xnterim Audit Report that the Comsittec rec 
$71,002 from the &n@rsl Com8lttsa. The Co id not send 
any intornation on the $4,850 possible duplicate payment to w. P. 
Pialone, Ine. addressed in Finding IX1.8.3.d. of the lnterim ~ u d i t  

Although the Co ittee m y  be correct that it may not Be 
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Report. Also, as noted in Finding II.F., the Committee overpaid 
T W E C  by $7.808 for time volunteered by parsons associated with 
the firm and not compensated by T M E C .  Since the Comaittee did 
not provide any additional information, this amount is included a s  
a duplicate or overpayment. As of June 30, 1994, there remained 
$65,264 in apparent duplicate payments that are unresolved and 
thus non-qualified campaign expenses ($2,208 4 517,921 + $15,423 -+ 
$4.850 4 $17,Q54 4 57 ,808) .  

The report considered by the Commission on December 
15, 1994, explained that only those non-qualified campaign 
expenses paid while the Committee's accounts contained Federal 
funds are subject to repayment pursuant to 11 CPR 59038.2(b)(2). 
It wa6 further explained that using a last in first out analysis, 
Committee accounts are assumed to have been purged of Federal 
funds at the point where the last matching fund payment to which 
the Candidate was entitled was expended. Of the $65,264 at issue, 
it was concluded that $39,742 of tkt expenses were paid while the 
Committee's accounts contained Federal funds. Therefore, only 
that amount was subject to a pro rata repayment. However, as a 
result o f  Colnmiosion actions at the December 15, 1994 meeting the 
Candidate's post date of ineligibility entitlement was increased 
(See Sections IIX. 2. and 111. D.). With the increase in matching 
fund entitlement, the point where the Committee's accounts no 
longer contain Federal funds occurs later. Given the above, it 
was calculated that all of the expenses discussed were paid while 
the Committee's accounts contain Federal funds and are therefore 
subject to repayment. 

Recommendation t1  

The Audit staff recommends the Co isoion make an initial 
determination that the unrecovered amounts were non-qualified 
campaign expenses and the Candidate is required to rake a pro rata 
repapent of $16,861 6$65,264 x .2§8346) to the United States 
Treasury pursuant to 26 U.S.C. 29038(b)(2). Should any additional 
amounts be collected the repayment amount will be adjusted 
accordingly. 

2. General. Election Expenditures 

During the Audit staff's review of vendor files, 
numerous disbursements were found that appear to be for the 
benefit of the general election campaign. Theae expenses are 
grouped into those for equipment and facilities; polling and 
direct mail; media services; and aisccllancous. 
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Near the end of Hay, 1992, the Committee began 
moving into new office space at the Gazette Building. It was this 
location that the General Committee and Clinton/Gore '92 General 
Election Compliance Fund (Compliance Co ittce) used as their 
campaign headquarters during the general election caapaign. The 
new location provided approximately three times the floor cpacs a6 
the location used during the primary campaign. 

As part of the move to their new location, the 
Cofmittee paid I-I( Elcctric Coapany $99,808 for various wiring 
projects. The invoices were paid between July 30 and September 2, 
1992, and covered a number o f  projects. F o r  example the invoices 
contained notations such as 'INSTALL DATA CABLING NETWORK FOR NEW 
HEADQUARTERS (GAZETTE BLBG.) FOR 1 5 0  WORK 5TATION LOCATIONS', 
'PROVIDE AND INSTALL M E T  DATA NE'PWORR ELECTRONICS FOX NEW 
NETWORK" and "INSTALL VOICE CABLING FOR 55 SP&LEPBOhll& LOCATIONS". 
Although ell of the invoices that contain the dstes of the work 
indicate that it was complete by July 16. 1992, it is apparent 
that such services were in preparation for the general election 
carPpaign.l/ - 

records reflect the purchase of only small amounts of computer 
equipment. Instead, most equipment was Pearssd. Alro, the 
Committee contracted with a Washington, D.C. firm for computer 
services. The firm prepared matching fund ~ u b ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ n ~  including 
corsputer taper, disclolrure reportlrSr and prowi8ad the computer 
tapes required fer the audit. The Cowittee had a computer 
terminal linked with the vendor. During t audit the Committee 
requested and was provided copier 0% the c pear Bile5 obtained 
by the Audit Division directly from the primary vendor. 
Therefore, it doer not appear that the prinary eamputer filer were 
loaded onto the Committee's computer system until 1993. 

Committee purchased a large amourit of computer equipment (both 
personal computers and a larger systenn) then, in moat cases, took 
40% depreciation as a primary capital asset, and sold the 
equipment to the General Cornsittee for 60% of the purchase price. 

Between May 28 and July 15, 1992, the 
Committee purchased 50 personal computersI software, and supplies 
 fro^ The Future Now, Inc.. Between June 1, and August 9, 1992, 
the Committee? paid The Puturc NOW, fnc. $118,942. The General 
Committee paid 60% of this mount, excluding sales tax on most 
i tams. 

During the primary e1action the Co 

Beginning at the end uf lay, 1992, the 

4/ Certain electrical work and data inhtall.ation occurred July 
10 through July 16, 1992. 
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. The same vendor was paid $11,676 for other 
\ 

equipment invoiced between June 8 and July 15, 1992 with $10,123 
of the total invoiced and shipped on July 15, 1992, the 
Candidate's date of ineligibility. None of this equipment was 
included among the items sold to the General Committee. 

i :  
.. 
I; ' 

,. - 

a. . 
:<- 

AS stated above, the Ccmmittee purchased a 
larger computer system. A July 13, 1992 letter to the "Gov. 
Clinton Election Campaign" states that *The Clinton campaign 
contracted with ICL to provide a comprehensive system and software 
on Hay 28, 1992. I C L  delivered and installed the system on June 
25th. Between there two occurrences, ICL loaned the campaign a 
Power 6/32 system to function as an interim rolution". The letter 
goes on to explain that ICt personnel visited campaign 
headquarters to provide training and expedite converaion to the 
new system. 

system were dated June 24, 1992. In total, the vendor was paid 
$272,460 in two installments on August 10 and 21, 1992. Again, 
the General Committee paid the Committee 60% of this amount, less 
sales tax. 

The majority of the invoices for this computer 

The Comittee a160 purchased computer 
equipment from W . P .  Malone. The Committea paid a 5104,115 invoice 
dated June 30, 1992 on August 25, 1992. As with the other 
cquipment the General Comakittee paid 60% of the cost. 

August 25, and November 9. 1992 for programing services, software 
support and consulting for  moving the computer operation to the 
Gazette Building. The invoices reflect dates up to and including 
July 16, 1992. None of the amounts were reirarburaed by the General 
Commi ttee . 

In addition, W.P. n a l ~ n e  waa paid $33,260 on 

Xn response to the exit conference discussion 
of this matter, the Committee submitted additional information. 
The Committee objects to the Audit staff characterization of these 
payment6 as general election expenses. According to the 
Committee, the expenses for a new computer system were incurred 
well before the end of the primary and were essential to the 
smooth operation of the daily responsibilities. The Committee 
states that the initial computer system was inadequate for the 
Conrmrttee's needs in the early months of 1992. The system was 
unable to accommodate the Committee,s expanding database and 
volume of correspbndence, as well as to accomnaodate the 
Committee's delegate tracking and conamunications. 

Director of Computer Operations. She stated that during the early 
montha of the spring of 1992, the initial system used by the 
Committee could not meet the Cemmittet*s increased demands. "The 
initial system could not accosleodate the increased number of 
users. It would not allow the Committee to link its personal 

The Committee included a memorandum from the 
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computers with the network. There were major time lags, often 
amounting to two days, in the retrieval of information. Back-up 
of the Committee's data required four to five days. Thio 
prolonged back-up process compromised the integrity of the 
Committears information. As demands on the system increased, 
there was also an increase in computer equipment failure. In 
addition, the system's liaited resources were strained with 
mailings of 5,000 to 6,000 pieces per day. Furthermore, the 
system was not able to accommodate the Co ittee's extensive 
delegate work .  

She continues that after a thorough evaluation 
s of the systems available, the Cormittee purchased a comprehensive 
computer system and software on Ray 28, 1992 from ICL, Inc. They 
also used a programing congultant from W.P. nalene who helped 
design software, hardware and networking packages. The temporary 
system was installed on Ray 30, 1992 and a peraanent system was 
installed less than one nonth later. "When a customer pu'rchascs a 
computer system it is the normal course of business that the 
conputer company supplies the customer with a temporary system a t  
time of purchase until the system purchased is ready." The 
memorandum goes on to explain that in addition, the Committee 
purchased a software maintenance contract and equipment from W.P. 
Halone and personal computers and software from Future NOW in 
connection with the new oyster. It wa also necessary for I-R 
Electric to install new wiring to ace odate the  new system. The 
Audit staff notes that the Committee originally leased its 
computer system from W.P. Halome. Pnvoices associated with the 
lease suggest that the leased system was the 6ame model as the 
system loaned by ICL, Inc. as an .interim solution." It is not 
known if it was the same computer that was obtained through W . P .  
Ralsne. Further, the equipment purchased from W.P. !%alone art the 
time the new system was acquired was equipment that tho Cormittee 
had leased up to that time. 

and related services described above, excluding I-A Electric i t ;  

$540,313. The Int erim Audit Report c- hm.-.tk&the 
CAtmittee-con- 

The total amount paid €or computer equipment 

leaving a balance due of $254.389 plus, $19,8100 for rewiring. 

the entire amount of the rent for July 1992. Fifty percent of the 
amount, os $12,500, should be reimbursed by the General Committee. 

fn addition to the above, the Cowsittee paid 
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Listed below is the information requested in 
the Interim Audit Report and a description of the information 
provided in response: 

(1) Provide the following information regarding Equipnent and 
Facilities; 

O In chronological order, list the various computer systems 

Identify the time periods that the various 

and data entry services used by the Committee, the General 
Committee, and the Compliance Committee at a13 relevant times 
during the campaign. 
systems were used, and how each system was used by the Cornittee, 
and how the systems differed from each other. 

submitted a chronology of its computer systems (Attachment 5 ) .  
The chronology addressee the system used between August of 1991 
and nay of 1992; the new system, with ne distinction between the 
temporary and permanent systems, used from Hay 3 0 ,  2992 to 
present; services provided by Public Office Corporation beginning 
in December of 1991 and continuing to the present, and; 
equipment used by the General and Compliance Committees. 

Explain and document the functions of Public Office 
Corporation (POc), with respect to services provided to the 
Cormittee. Explain and document whether the functions performed 
by POC were performed on any computer system owned or leased by 
the Committee. Explain and document whether any POC files were 
moved to any computer system owned or leased by t h e  ColPmittee, and 
provide the date(s1 the transfer occurred. 

processing services for  Clinton for President in the area of 
producing contribution records and related natching funds 
submissions. They also maintained information on cash 
disbursements and prepared the PEC monthly compliance reports for 
the periods December, 1991 through Harch, 1993." The Committee 
began raoving the POC maintained data to Arkansas in late 1992 and 
early 1 9 9 3 . "  POC provided no services to the General Committee or 
the Compliance Committee. 

In response to the Int@rh Audit Report the Committee 

According to the Committee, this vendor "provided data 

For the listed vendors provide the requested information: 

W.P. malone 

-Describe the system (CCI6/32 Superminicomputer and related 
items) leased (or purchased) from this vendor by listing the 
hardware, softvate, and peripheral devices making up the 
sys tcm. 

The Committee's response describes the equipment as a U n i x  
CCI 'gd32 running up to 128 devices, w i t h  80 simultaneous 
users. 
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-Explain and document vhich primary campaign functions were 
actually performed on that computer system, including the 
identification of the application (e .g.  office automation, 
delegate tracking, accounting/genetal PedQer). 

The response states that the system ran the office package 
including word processing and scheduling, as well as running 
the political data base including delegate relations. 

-Identify the software used for each €unction. 

-Explain and document which portion of the lcaroed system 
(hardware and software) was acqluired by the Committee, the 
General Committee, o f  the Compliance Coafrdttee and when these 
items were moved to the Gazette Building from the Committee's 
previous locationr. 

-Explain and document when that portion of the W.P nalone 
system acquired by the other committees was: purchased; 
delivered; installed; and fully operational. 

-For all parts of tho leased system not acquired by the 
Committee OS the General Committee, ineluding software, 
provide information concerning when the lease vas 
discontinued, if an8 when the equipment was moved to the 
Gazette Building, and when it was returned tu the vendor. 

The Conunittee did not provide any of the detailed information 
in its response. The Comaittee also did not list this 
company as a vendor for the General Committee or the 
Compliance Committee, but the General Committee paid W.F. 
Halone alsuost $52,000. 

f C L ,  temporary system 
-Describe the 6yShln borrowed from this vendor by lirting the 
hardware, isoftware, and peripheral devices making up the - - 
0 ys tern. 

-Explain and document which priaary caraupaign functions were 
actually performed on that computer system, including the 
identification of the application. 

-Identify the software used for each function. 

-Explain and document when the temporary system was: 
delivered; installed; and fully operational. 

-Explain and document which hardware and software, and its 
function, was available on this system that was not available 
on the system leased from W.P. Halone. 

-Explain and document which primary campaign functions the 
System performed that the previous system was not performing. 
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-Explain and document which campaign functions and files were 
transferred to this system from any other system and the 
datets) of the transfer. 

I C L ,  permanent system 

-Describe the system purchased from this vendor by listing 
the hardware, software, and peripheral devices Baking up the 
system. 

-Explain and document which primary campaign functions w e ~ e  
actually performed on that computer syotem, including the 
identification of the application. 

-Identify the software used for each function. 

-Explain and document: when the permanent system was: ordered; 
paid for; delivered; installed; and fully operational. 

-Explain and document which hardware and software, and it5 
function, was available on this system that was not available 
system leared from W.P. Malone, or on the temporary system. 

-Explain and document which primary campaign functions the 
system performed that each o f  the the previous systems was 
not performing. 

-Explain and document which campaign functions and files were 
transferred to this system from any other system and the 
date(s) of the transfer. 

For any other computer C y S t m ~  used by the Committee, provide 
the 6ame information and documentation tpecified EQK the 
ryotemo leased Prom W.P. Hallone or purchased frorrs I C L .  

The Committee describes the system as WRS 6000, 306 pc'6 and 
networks. DRS 6000 was originally configured to accomcdate 
[sic] 150 siaultaneous users. Aaditisnal computer components 
were added during the General Election to ultimately take the 
capacity to 300 users.' The response also states that the 
new system continued t o  run the office package including word 
processing, scheduling, and the political data base for the 
balance of the primary and the general election. Further, 
the Committee stater that the system expansion accommodated 
the additional necds of delegate tracking. 

With respect to transferring of functions, the Committee 
states that "[tlhe campaign political office package and 
correspondence records were immediately transferred to the 
new temporary system. They were then transferred to the 
permanent system upon it6 final installation. Every effort 
was made tosuccessfully make the transfer with the minimum 
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of dicruption to daily staff activities." 
furthgrno&es&het as part -_c of the wind d o w n ~ ~ ~ e ~ o ~ - . a n d  as 
part- of the VEC audit, other primary 3 i S s  were moved to this 
system. 

Little information is provided that distinguishes the 
"temporary syatem" from the "permanent system". 

a Explain and document the delegate tracking functions 
perforsed on each of the eoaputer systems discussed above. 
Also provide information showing when the delegate tracking 
function and the related files were transferred from one 
system to the other. Explain the additional capacity for 
delegate tracking provided by each successive system. 

The Committee provided a merorandum that is entitled 
"Evolution of Delegate Operation Clinton Campaign' which 
shows levels oil staffing and a general description of 
computer equipment available. The ~ e m o ~ a n ~ ~ ~  states that the 
delegate tracking staff used the leased CCX 632 and a 
personal computer through rest of April of 1992. According 
to the memorandum, "[&It the end of April the delegate 
operation moved to a separate building because o f  increasing 
staff pressures and an intensifying work load which required 
either a aeparate or larger computer system because the CCI 
632 system was at iter upper user limit of 80 simultaneous 
users. The delegate computer consultant, Bill Xrausen was 
unfamiliar with Unix Bystems and reco ended that the 306 DOS 
PC become [sic) server far a Novel1 network with 
approximately PO+ PCS which because it waa relatively 
portable also became the core of the system the campaign put 
together at the convention. The DC office retained the 386 
Unix pc 6 4 terminals. Both spotersrs interfaced imperfectly 
with the 632 system because of ita limitations on the version 
o f  software it could run." 

O explain and document when general election functions began 
to be performed on t h e  system leased fcoa W . P .  Halone, the 
XCL temporary system and the ~ C L  perpnanent system. Specify 
which functions were performed on each and the date each was 
transferred from one system to the other. Estimate and 
document the percentage of . t ine  that the primary campaign and 
the genersl election campaign used the equipment prior to and 
after July 15, 1992. 

The Committee response did not provide any of  the deCailed 
information requested above. 

Explain why the Cosmittre took a 408 depreciation on the 
computers that vcre purchased for the primary Campaign. 

T _ n r , C - o w  

- - - -_____-- 
- 
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In the Committee's response, they state they followed the 
Commission's regulation and instructions in the Primary 
nanual when they transferred this equipment to the Gcneral 
Commit tee. 

The Conunittee argues that the Commission adopted the 400 
depreciation provision at 11 CPR 59034.5 to simplify the 
transfer of assets between primary and general committees 
with knowledge that some assets would be purchased early in 
the campaign and others later. 2,' 
The Cormnittee is correct. However, that regulation applies 
to the transfer of primary assets. The regulation does not 
authorize campaigns to purchase assets for the general 
election and, because the assets are pu~chased before the 
date of nomination, pay 40% of the cost from primary funds. 
As noted earlier the purchase of assets by the general 
election campaign prior to the beginning of the expenditure 
report period ic anticipated by 11 CFR 59003.4(a)(l). 

Explain and document how the computers and software 
purchased from Futura Now, Inc. furthered the Committee's 
primary or convention-related activity. Bow specifically did 
the Conunittee use the personal computers and software. Also, 
provide information on the $11,676 in equipment purchased 
from this vendor but not bought by the General Committee. 

The response to the Interia Audit Report did net provide any 
of this specific information. 

The Committee repeated many of the arguments 
made in response to the exit conference that are addressed above. 
In addition, the Committee aakes a number of specific points that 
a r e  addressed below. 

The Committee asserts that the equipment was used during 
the primary campaign and that the enhanced computer capacity was 
critical to respond to the Co=ittee*s increased correspondence 
needs, for increased delegate tracking, to support the scheduling 
operation, for general political support and for communications. 

- 5/ The Committee continues to a.rgue that it was not 
appropriate to include sales tax in the cost of the assets 
transferred. In support of this opinion the Committee 
notes Arkansas law concerning when sales tax would be 
applicable to a transaction such a5 the transfer of capital 
assets from the primary to the general election committees. 
Although the Colnnfittee may be correct about Arkansas law 
concerning salres:tax, 11 CFR 59034.5(c)(l) is intended to 
provide a formula for the allocation of the cost of assets 
in limited ~ircumstances. Bart of the cost of an asset is 
any applicable sales or other tax. 

- 
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AS noted earlier, the Committee provided little of the specific 
information requested in the Interim Audit Report to support it6 
contention. Bowever, the Committee did provide a memorandum from 
Sherry Curry listing the Bimonthly correspondence Report fK0m 
January 1992 to November 1992. Her memorandum shows the increase 
in correspondence handled by the leased CCI 632. According to the 
documentation, her department handled 3,000 pieces of 
corrcspondcact in January, 1992 and it increased to 6,000 in 
February, 1992. It remained at approximately this level 
throughout the rest of the primary. She points out this is not all 
the correspondence handled by the campaign, only the general 
correspondence handled by her dspartment,b/ - 

In fact, tht documentation indicates that there io not a 
significant increase until July, 1997. for the first half of July 
the Committee processed over 6,000 pieces of correspondence, but 
t h o  =z=be: i.-.::oaseZ t; GY+: 5,GOQ in the seeond half of July, to 
almost 27,000 pieces in August, and then it decreased to almost 
19,000 in September. It is our opinion that, based on the 
documentation submitted by the Committee, the Committee 
accomplished its objectives with its old equipment during the 
primary period, but would have definitely needed expanded 
capabilities during the general election period. 

With respect to delegate tracking, the information provided 
indicates that at the end of April 1992, that operation wa6 nowed 
to a separate location and utilized a personal computer network. 
The Committee also notes that this equipment was then used at the 
convention. It i s  agreed that this equipment is a primary 
expense. However, information available does not inaicatc how 
much, if any, of the co6t of this equipment is included in the 
amount addressed above. Therefore no adjustment has been made. 

The Committee also argues that the audit ama1ysis is 
inconsistent since the equipment is challenged but not increased 
levels of staffing. Although the Colnoeittee may be correct that 
some staff hired by the Committee may have been working on the 
general election, Committee records contain no documentation that 
provides information to form a basis for such a challenge. 

e Finally, the Committee notes that in nay and June 1992, it 
considered alternatives to acquiring a new computer system. 
flowever, it was concluded that an upgrade of the existing system 
would cost approximately $40Q,000 and rtill be unr@%ieble. The 
Committee decided to buy the new system with the expectation that 

- 6 /  Although in a saemorandum submitted by the Comaittee in 
response to the exit conference, it states that 
5,000 to 6,000 pieces per day were being handled. T ~ C  
relationship between these two mernoranda is not c lear .  

- 
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“it would be transferred to the Genetal with depreciation of 40%”. 
It is not argued that the committee made the wrong choice. 
However the alternative is not relevant to the issue at hand, 
since it would also be a general election expense. 

In summary, the Comaittee has made it clear 
that the leased computer system used in the primary was not wholly 
satisfaetory. The reporting, some accounting, and the matching 
funds processes were being handled by an outside vendor on the 
vendor’s computer system. Further, an important part of the 
primary campaign, delegate tracking, was eventually moved to a 
personal computer network at a different location and that network 
was also used at the convention. It is also apparent that the 
fully burdened leased system was not going to be adequate for the 
increased levels of activity in the more intense general election 
campaign, particularly given that tWQ separate accounting and 
reporting systems were to be moved from an outside vendor to an in 
house function. Further it would heels only logical that a new 
system would necessarily be installed before the convention, given 
the likely need to test systeas and train staff on the new system, 
as well as, transfer files before the general election campaign 
was officially under way. Given that, some lead time at a point 
when the least disruption of ongoing functions would occur was 
eritical. It also appears logical that once a system was acquired 
for the upcoming general election campaign, some of the remaining 
need6 of the primary campaign would be moved to the new system. 

computer 6yStem Wa6 a general election expense. Although no 
information was available to perform an analysis, it was 
acknowledged that some allowance for primary campaign use of the 
System may be appropriate. A I E Q ,  as noted earlier, if any portion 
of the cost of the personal computer network acquired for the 
delegate tracking staff is included in the amount in question, 
that cost would be considered a primary campaign expense. 

With rr6ptCt to the $79,708 for wiring the new 
campaign office, the Committee states that “it was incurred and 
used during the primary campaign and thus was a qualified campaign 
expense by the primary commitece.” It was agreed that the cost of 
the wiring should follow the computer equipment. However, as 
explained above, the computer equipment was considered a general 
election expense. 

rent was erroneausly paid by the Committee. 

k ‘.‘a b. Polling and Direct Nail 

Given the above, it was concluded that the new 

The Committee did agree that the $12,500 in 

r ;. : 

The Committee conducted a number of opinion 
polls between mid-June and the convention. The Committee paid two 
firms, Greenberg-Lake The Analysis Group, InC., and Opinion 
Research for work in connection with these polls. Four of the 
polls were called national polls end copies of the scripts 

- 
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reviewed by the Audit staff showed that nearly all of the 
substantive questions dealt with the then three candidates in the 
general election. The remaining polls were referred to as 
Convention polls and were conducted during the Democratic National 
Convention. AS with the national polls, the questions are general 
election in nature. Opinion Research received 593,904. The 
invoices from Greenberg-Lake that could be associated with these 
polls total $108,621 including $37,500 in consulting and $12,733 
in travel, and are treated as general election expenses. 

at the exit conference, the Conunittee states that the Audit 
Division's position that these are general election expenditures 
is without legal and factual basis. The national %nd convention 
polls were conducted in order to ensure delegate support for the 
candidate. The Audit staff's position that these polls conducted 
in Sune and July were for the purpose of influencing the general 
election is inconsistent with PEC regulations. Under 11 CFR 
S 1 0 6 . 4  polls decreal;e in value and are only worth 50% after 15 
days. 

the Executive Director of Greenberg Research Inc. dated November 
8, 1993. According to the meao, the majority of the national 
surveys tested the viability of different running mates and 
whether the delegates would 6UppOrt the potential running mates. 
The state surveys were used to maintain delegate support in those 
states. The convention tracking monitored support and was used 
for the delegates and state party chairs to maintain delegate 
support. 

During the Audit staff's review of the 4 
National Surveys, which were coepriaed ob at Least 50 questions 
each, it was noted that the questions related to sorparisons 
between the general election candidates and to various issues. 
Only 2 of the scripts contained a question (one) about 
vice-presidential candidates. The Committee's argument that the 
tiring of some polls is such that their value would be 
significantly diminished before the date of nomination i s  not 
persuasive. One of the types of pre-expenditure report period 
expenses that is specifieslly permitted pursuant to 11 CPR 
S9003.4(a)(l) is polling. This regulation gives recognition to 
the fact that general election planning must begin before the 
convention and may include the evaluation of polling data. 
Therefore, polling data gathered before the date of nomination 
concerning general election candidates and issues are useful to 
the general election effort. Also. the Comaittee states that 
polls were used to monitor and maintain delegate support, but 
failed to provide evidence or documentation which established how 
this was accomplished. 

In response to the presentation of this matter 

The Comaittee also submitted a memorandum from 
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Xn the Interim Audit Report, 
requested the Committee provide documentation to 
results of each of the national survevs was used 

the Comnisnion 
establish how the 
to test the _ _ _ _ _  ~ - 

viability of different running mates, how the results of each Qf 
the state surveys was used to maintain delegate support in those 
states, and haw the results of each of the convention polls WaS 
used to monitor support and was used for the delegates and the 
state party chairs to maintain delegate support. It was also 
rccorPmended that the Committee explain and document any other use 
of the polls and provide a breakdown o f  the costs associated with 
each poll, including the Greenbcrg-Lake consulting and travel 
costs. The Committee was to provide information on any uoe of the 
polling results by the General Comaittee or the Compliance 
Comai ttee . 

The Co-ittee did not provide the specific 
information requested above, but in response to the Interim Audit 
Report, the Committee did submit an affidavit from Donita Buffalo 
Hicks, Managing Director of Greenberg Research, Xnc. fQrUi@rly 
Greenberg-take, fnc. According to the affidavit, poll6 were 
performed in order to develop the candidate's arearage prior to and 
during the Convention and present the candidate at the Convention 
in order to ensure the necessary delegate support to ensure the 
nomination. The Committee concludes that the pre-Convention 
period was critical for consolidating his support and 
demonstrating his electability. The Committee also  submitted a 
letter from Joseph E. sandler, General Counsel with the Democratic 
National Committee (DMC) that states, as of July 13, 1992 then 
Governor Clinton had 2,089 delegstte forlaally pledged to him, out 
of 2,145 delegates needed to nominate, 

arrived at the number of delegates. According te the publication 
Presidential Primaries end Caucuscs 1992, A Bsndbook of Election 
ltatirti cs, copyright 1992 Congrersional Quarterly, Xnc., the 
candidate had a total of 2,070 pledged delegates at the end of all 
the primries, caucusess and conventions. This total does not 
include over 1,000 super delegates and uncowitted delegates. 

"Convention polling was done each night after prime-time and the 
results of the Convention polls w e r e  presented each morning to the 
party leadership in order to rally the delegates, to a66ure 
delegatee that Govetnof Clinton's popularity was strong and, 
accordingly. that he was an electable candidate. In fact., all 
polling leading to the Convention was designed to ensure delegate 
support by determining whether the Candidate's message was being 
communicated effectively and in order to demonstrate the 
Candidate's electability.' She goes on to state that prior to the 
Convention, polls "tested the choice of a vice presidential 
nominee by measuring name recognition and public perception of 
individual candidates." She also states that polls con be 
outdated within a few days. 

The letter does not specify how the DNC 

The affidavit by XI. Eicks continues, 
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The candidate was nominated on July 15, 1992. 
According to Mr. Sandier's letter to the Committee, the Candidate 
had nearly a sufficient number of delegates pledged to him by July 
13. The first convention pall was conducted the evening of July 
13. In the opinion of the Audit staff it is doubtful whether the 
polls conducted 011 the nights of July 13th, lath, 15th, and 16th 
with the results available the next day could have much effect on 
the outcome of the candidate's nomination. nost of the democratic 
candidates that received matching funds, were no longer seeking 
the aomiaation at the start of the convention, the Candidate 
likely had sufficient delegates to secure the nomination by the 
evening of July 13. Further, two of the polls were conducted 
after the candidate was nominated. 

From the information provided by the 
Committee, the 4 national polls, including state assessments, were 
conducted from mid-June, 1992 through July 8 ,  1992. According to 
the documentation obtained during fieldwork there was a formal 
announcement of then Senator Gore as the Vice Presidential 
candidate in Little Rock on July 9. The Audit staff concluded 
that it was doubtful whether the last poll would have had much 
effect on his selection. 

The Committee takes the position that the 
Audit staff disagrees with 11 CFR 5106.4 or refuses to acknowledge 
that poll rerults decrease in value over a short period of time. 
According to the Committee, "it is difficult to perceive how polls 
which are of virtually no value by the date of ineligibility are 
for the purpose of influencing the general election.* The Audit 
staff does acknowledge that palling results depreciate very 
quickly. The Committee, howeverB appears not to acknowledge that 
the general election campaign begins before the date of 
nomination. It is the Audit staff's opinion that these polls have 
little to do with obtaining the nomination, but rather appear to 
relate to the campaign for election. Instead, the Comaittee takes 
the position that none of these polls have any value to the 
General Cornittee, when in fact, two of the polls were conducted 
after the candidate received the nomination. 

The Committee also contends that the 
conclusion in the Interim Audit Report is a t  odd6 with part 
Commission decisions. Specifically the Committee cites the 
Reagan-~ush ' 8 4  audit where the Commission determined that some 
polling and voter registration expenses incurred after a stateIs 
primary were primary expenses. In that case a number of polls 
were challenged beginning as much as three months, before the 
convention. Further, the report does not deal with the content of 
the polls. Although the Committee asserts that the questions 
asked can not be used to determine the purpose of a poll, it is 
the only indication available. In the Cas@ at hand the polls are 
conducted very shortly before the convention and the questions are 
indicative of a general election expense. Therefore, the 
Commission's action in the Reagan-Bush I 0 4  audit docs not dictate 
the result in this case. 
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The Comgtittee alto references the Bush/Quayle 
' 8 %  audit where certain pre-convention travel expenses wer@ 
determined to be priraary expenses rather than, as that committee 
contended, general election expenses. In that case, the expenses 
for campaign appearances before the convention are not covered by 
11 CFR 59003.4(a)(P) and therefore are not relevant. The 
remaining cases referenced by the Committee are the Dukakis and 
Rezap couimittacs dealing with fundraising and state allocation of 
office expenses. Neither of these  example^ are relevant to the 
issue at hand. 

The Cornittee also disagreed that $5,985 
assigned to the cost of these polls is accurate. The Co 
did not provide any documentation on the cost of each poll as 
requested in the Interim Audit Report. An attachment to the 
CorPnrittee's narrative response provides no specific information. 
No adjustments have been made absent the requested information. 
The Audit staff concluded that the Committee had not responded to 
the recommendatione in the Interim Audit Report sufficiently, to 
establish that these polls did not primarily benefit the General 
Coaxmi t tee. 

Strategic Respmse (Sa) did fundraising 
mailing6 for bath the Committee and the Coapliance eo ittee. The 
cost of two o f  the mailings were allocated 15% to the Compliance 
Committee and 85% to the Committee. The mailings included Letters 
that dealt with general election issues, requested a contribution 
to the Compliance Cornittee and included either a lapel pin or a 
photograph promised by the Comarittee as a result o f  an earlier 
contribution. The cost of the mailings was $371,855. As noted, 
the Committee paid 85% of the amount. 

The Audit rstaff agrees that an dfocation is 
appropriate; however, in our opinion, a 50% allocation would 
appear to be more reflective of the pu~poee  of the miling. 

conference of the General Election audit, the Consittee subaitted 
a letter from the vendor that states the allocation was done by 
the vendor in accordance with standard accounting practice and 
cites American Jnstikute of Certified Public AccQuntants in their 
Statement of Position 87-2. This publication deal6 with 
non-profit organizations that distribute materials containing both 
a solicitation and educational or program materials. The 
statement explains that it doer not specify any allocation method 
but only provides guidance concerning when an allocation is 
appropriat;.: After rcvicwimg this publication, it io the Audit 
staff's opinion that the guidance to, the extent that it is 
relevant to this situation, could be interpreted to suggest that 
the Compliance Committee should gay the entire amount. 

In material submitted after the exit 
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In the Interim Audit Report it was concluded that given that FECA 
matters are not governed by this accounting publication, that the 
purpose of the publication is not wholly on point, the nature of 
the guidance contained in the publication, and the dual purpose of 
the mailing the 50% allocation is appropriate. Therefore, the 
difference between 50% and 8§%, or $130,824 is a Compliance 
Committee expense. 

Committee disagreed with the Conmission's conclusion that a 50% 
allocation was reasonable. The Committee states that the 
Commission should follow Regulation 11 CFR §lQb.l(a) and allocate 
on the basis of .the benefit reasonably expected to be derived". 
According to the information obtained by the Audit staff during 
fieldwork, the two mailings in question took place on August 22 
and August 28, 1992, over a month after the candidate received the 
nomination. The apparent benefit to the Committee was the 
fulfillment of a promise to contributors who were to receive a pin 
or photograph as the result of having made a contribution, and to 
thank contributors for their support. The Compliance Co 
had the opportunity to solicit contributions from a group of known 
Clinton supporters at a reduced cost. All contributions were 
directed to the Compliance Committee. Thus, allocating only 50% 
of the cost to the Compliance Committee is a conservative 
approach. A larger compliance ConrPnittee allocation could be 
supportcrd. 

The Committee is also critical of the Audit 
staff not following the American Institute of Certified Public 
Accountants Statanent of Position 87-2. As stated in the Interim 
Audit Report, after reviewing this publication, it ir the Audit 
staff's opinion that the guidance, to the extent that it is 
relevant to this situation, could be interpreted to suggest that 
the Compliance Committee should pay the entire amount. 

The Committee sent an affidavit from Hitzi 
Dudley the treasurer of SR. According to the affidavit, the 
production cost for the fulfillment material for the mailing with 
the lapel pin was $232,346. (88.9% of the total production costs 
of the mailing) and the production cost of the reply elements were 
$28,791, or a total cost of $261,137. The affidavit states that 
production cost for the fulfillment material €or the mailing 
containing the photograph was $106,782 and the General Committee's 
solicitation expense was calculated at $17,872, for a total cost 
$124,654. Neither the Committee nor the vendor provided any 
documentation to support these amounts. However, on a 
reconciliation provided by the vendor at the time of the audit 
fieldwork the cost of the mailing that contained the lapel pin was 
shown at $252,952 and the cost of the mailing that contained the 
photograph wa6 $118,903. There is no explanation for thc 
differenee in the amounts in the affidavit and the documentation 
supplied during fieldwork. According to the vendor and the 

In response t o  the i n t e r i m  Audit Report, the 
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5% - ’ Committee, they did overpay this vendor by $12,558 for  these 
mailings, which was part of the $49,856 refund addressed in 
Finding III.B.l. The vendor may have included part o f  the 
overpayment in calculating the $261,137 and the $124,654 totals. 

Attachment 6 includes copies of the actual 
mailings in question. The letters for both mailings are very 
similar. Both had return envelopes that show the Clinton/Gore 
Compliance Fund as addressee. Both include a Rapid Response 
Action nemo, with the Compliance Fund address, Q reference to 
George Bush and Daa Quayle, a solicitation to “Please make 
personal check out to CLINTON/CORE SOMPLIAMCE FUND”. The reverse 
side of the memo requesting contributor information, once again 
requests they make their check payable to the Compliance Committee 
and notes that it was authorized and paid by the Compliance 
Committee. About 60% to 708 of the letter deals with the general 
election. There are two sepasats requests within the letter for 
contributions to the Compliance Fund. According to the vendor, 
“the General Committee’s solicitation expense was derived by 
allocating 20 percent of the cost of the letter (roughly 
equivalent to the percentage of space that the solicitation took 
up within the letter) to the solicitation.” 

Committee, the Audit staff is of the opinion that the 50% 
allocation is more than reasonable and consistent with the 
Commissions regulations. 

This same vendor was paid $69,660 by the 
Committee for a colnpilation of contributors called a ”&%aster 
File”. With minor exception, all of the invsices are dated after 
the date of ineligibility with the majority of the amount billed 
between September 17, and Decedh?~ 29, 1992. -Assoted above, the 

and the Audit XaTf was provided a 
vendor d w  -U W-ieldwork. -AJISO 
~eguested and received a maglsrsdr copy of that in formatm fr- 

e m  * a u d i t  RepoXt _e_~nci~adgb- tha t - a h n  t the c-h 
tqim- ation, this expenoe was a general elec-Lign. expense. 

1n response to the Interim Audit Report, the 
Committee submitted an affieavit from Mitzi Dudley the treasurer 
of SR, a division of National Direct Rarketing Corporation (HDM). 

Based on the information provided by the 

m 
at 

Committee’s compute! .EQr m a m s ~ &  
-__ -- 1- 

- 

“All master file work Berformed end invoiced to the 
Primary Committee by Strategic Respanse was performed as 
contractually required and an furtherance of our 
understanding of Primary Committee purposes. A prixary 
purp0se:bf:a master file is to compile in computerized 
form all pertinent information on responses to 
communications sent by a particular entity for the 
purpose of using those response [sic] to determine the 
nature, frequency and recipients of any further 
communication. A master file is commonly a master 
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record of all donors and other responders to such 
communications with a full history of the time and 
nature of their responses including, but no't limited to, 
the date of all responses, the amount of donation made 
(if any), and pertinent other inforlaation about fuch 
responses (e-g., support €or particular positions, 
source information denoting the origination of the 
responder, and other denographic and behavioral 
information attributable to a reoponder at5 available). 
A master file may be of significant surviving value to 
the entity which owns it as it serves a crucial function 
as both a historical document as well as providing an 
impostant record of those people who axe most likely to 
respond again in the future. The existence of a faaster 
list of potential future responders is crucial to a 
Primary Committee who may need to continue soliciting 
contributions beyond the candidate's nomination date to 
pay off primary debt. In the present case, our 
understanding was that the Committee was in fact 
concerned that it would have a serious Primary shortfall 
and would be forced to raise funds well past the 
Convention." 

Es. Dudley's affidavit continues with an 
explanation of the provision in the nay 11, 1992 cantract 
(paragraph 12) that it believes requires the master file to be 
created. 

"The Agreement provides in part: the raster file is a 
master record of all lists 'name&, addresses, and other 
information pertaining to names developed hereunder by 
the Committee or by NDU [Strategic Response] on the 
Cornittee's behalf, e.g., including but not limited to 
lists of the Committee's; supporters and 
contributorp..:. Paragraph 12(a) makes clear that the 
Raster file 'shall be the property of the 

The affidavit also explains that responses 
from primary solicitations contbnu@d tQ flow into the campaign 
through at least November 10, 1992. "After all responses were 
keyed as of that date, the master file then needed to be finally 
built, cleaned and updated." The proces%sing requirsd to complete 
the building of the raster file stretched into Beceder and it was 
only after the work was complete that the vendor received a bill 
from the data processing contractor. 

obtained a copy of the contract between SR and the Conunittee. 
Paragraph 12 of that contract states: 

During the audit fieldwork the Audit staff 
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"12. OWNERSHIP OF RAILING LISTS 

(a) Property of the Committee. All names, 
addresses, and other inPormation pertaining to names 
developed hereunder by the Committee or by NDPI on the 
Committee's behalf, including but not limited to lists 
of the Committee's supporters and contributors, and all 
rights in all of the foregoing (collectively hereinafter 
the 'Lists'), shall be the property of the Committee 
subject, however, to the pravisions of Section lt(b)-(g) 
below. 

Sections 12(b)-(f) deal with the Committee's 
and Nl)P18s use of the list on behalf of the Committee, possible 
uses by third parties, possible use by the Democratic National 
Committee, the effect of the termination of the agreement, and 
other uses. No where in the contract ie there any reference to a 
"~[a~ter ~ i s t "  or similar listing. 

fieldwork, the first fundraising mailing by this vendor was Hey 
18, 1992 and the lagt 3uly 19, 1992. The Committee paid for data 
entry and caging of the contributions received. The earliest 
invoice was dated June 3 ,  1992 and invoices continued through 
November 25, 1992. The Committee paid over $140,000 for this 
activity, $ 5 5 , 0 0 0  was invoiced after Septe er 16. In fact they 
overpaid by $24,500 that they later recovered as part of the 
previously mentioned $49,856 refund. None of these chargee are 
part of the $69,660 for compiling the master file. From 
information obtained during fieldwork, the Compliance Committee's 
first invoice for data entry and caging was dated October 21, 
1992. The Compliance Committee did its last fundraising mailing 
on October 9. 1992. The total amount the Comrwliance Committee 

From the information provided during the 

v~-..m-. 

paid for data entry a& ~ c ~ ~ i n g - - ~ ~ b r o x l m a t e l y " $ 8 0  0 0 0 .  
tom J b n  4 for=stcr Pile charges. 

The 
. ttee did not present any i r i ~ ~ z ~ ~ t i ~ ~ - t ~ a ~ ' - ~ ~ e y  

,. . 
- - - 

- 
As previously stated, most of the invoices for 

the master file are dated after the Committee received its last 
contribution and long after the last solicitation mailing. The 
response supports that the naster List project was not an expens6 
of the Compliance Committee. However, the response does not 
establish that this project was part of the original contract, or 
w a s  related to any Conunittee fundraising effort. Indeed, the 
Committee had concluded that it was solvent in August of 1992. 
The creation of a historical record of the contributions to the 
Committee, beyond the existing raailing lists, os the preparation 
of a data base for future use. either in a future election or by 
another entity, is not a "1c)orts associated with the termination 
of political activity, such as the costs of comylying with the 
post election requirements of the Act and other necessaty 
administrative costs associated with winding down the campaign..." . .  . 
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(11 CFR 59034,4(a)(3)(i) Winding Down Costs). Therefore, though 
not a general election expense or an account receivable from the 

st of the Master File L s - ~ o L a  Compliance Committee, the CQ 
qualified campaign expense. _c__/--- 

- 
c. General Election Media EXRcnseS 

Both the Committee and the General Committee 
utilized the services of the same media firm, Great Iueriean 
Media, Inc. One of the services that was provided was the 
production of a biographical film about President Clinton entitled 
"The nan From Hope". 

nomination for President on July 15, 199%. On July 16, prior t o  
President Clinton's speech accepting the nomination, the f i b  was 
shown at the Democratic National. Convention. By virtue of when 
the film was shown, it was available for broadcast by several 
television networks as part of their convention coverage. 
According to Committee records, the total cost of producing the 
film was $191,273 with the Comittec paying $161,273 and the 1992 
Democratic Convention Cotwaittee, Inc. (Convention Cosmittce) 
paying $30,000. A revised vepsion of this film wa6 aired and paid 
for by the Democratic National Co-ittec during the week of August 
16-20, 1992. The cost of the broadcast W&6 considered a 
coordinated party expenditure purliuant to 2 U.S.C. 5441a4d). A 
revised version was also aired and paid for by the General 
Committoe during the week of October 9-12, 1992. 

The Xnterin Audit Report concluded that given 
no known use of the film during the primary period, a11 costs 
associated with the film are a general election expense. 

The Committee's K436pOn6t to the Interim Audit 
Report makes a number ob arguslents concerning the convention film. 
FiFst, the Committee states that in the Interim Audit Report on 
the Convention Committee, the auditors taok the position that the 
portion of the cost paid by the Convention Co ittae was an 
excessive contribution to the Committee. The f s  incorrect. The 
referenced report noted only that the amount paid was considered 
an impermissible use o f  public funds end that the eo 
paid the remaining charges rekated to the film. As 
correctly notes, the Commission decided that the por 
cost paid by the Convention Committee was an acceptable convention 
expense. 

The response also alleges that the Copaaittee 
was told at the exit conference for the General Co ittee that the 
Audit DlVlSiOn'6 position with respect to the film was evolving. 
Although the staff does not  recall using that term, given that the 
issue was being considered in three audit reports, only two of 
which could be discussed art the exit conference, the staff was 
limited in what could be said. 

President Clinton received the Democratic 
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The Comaittee also argues that the expense 
meets the definition of a qualified campaign expense. In this 
regard the Committee's contention depends on the expense being in 
connection with the Candidate's campaign for nomination. As 
explained in the Interim Audit Report, in the opinion of the Audit 
staff, that is precisely where this expense does not meet the 
definition. It was not used until after the nomination had 
occurred. 

The Committee argues that the purpose! of the 
film was to introduce the Candidate to the convention and that it 
i s  therefore a proper primary expense. Further, the Coarnittee 
contends that the Commission has always allowed costs for staff 
travel back fron the convention t o  be considercd a prirary expense 
even though those expenses axe incurred after the convention. The 
Comaittee is correct about allowing the expenses for staff travel 
back from the convention to be conridered primary exlpcnser, 
although incorrect about those expenses being incurred after the 
convention. The expense is incurred before the individual leaves 
to attend the convention. None of this changes the fact that the 
film was produced to be shown after the nomination and, in the 
Audit staff's opinion, is a general election expense. 

The Committee states that in the past, the 
Audit staff has not challenged such expenses. Again the Comaittee 
is correct. If siailar films have been produced by primary 
committees they have not been identified during the cour6e ob the 
audits. The Committee continues that if a restriction is to be 
placed on the payment for such dilms to a particular sousc~, it 
should be done in the context o f  (I rulemaking. The Commission's 
segulations do not attempt to list each and every type o f  expense 
that a primary comittee may OK nay not pay. There i s  no need OK 
practical way to create such a list. The regulations state that 
expenses paid by the primary cotmitttee must be in connection with 
the candidate's campaign for ncaination. This film was created 
for use after the nomination had bcen awarded. Therefore, the 
Audit staff concluded that it is not in connection with the 
campaign for nomination, but rather 8 proper general election 
expense. 

Finally, the Ce, ittee disagrees w i t h  the 
determination of the Candidate's date of ineligibility. It is 
argued that the date of the acceptance speech rather than the date 
of the vote is the relevant date. The Cownission@s regulations at 
section 9032.6 define the end ob the matching payment period for a 
candidate seeking the nomination of a party which nominates its 
Presidential candidate at a national convention as the date on 
which the party nominates its candidate. The Code ob Federal 
Regulations &t section 9 6 3 3 . 5 C c )  states that the ineligibility 
date shall be the last day of the mntchinq payment period for the 
candidate. These provisions are clear and do not reference the 
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date of an acceptance speech. Further, the Committee was notified 
of the date of ineligibility (7/15/92) shortly after the 
convention and did not object until the response to the Interim 
Audit Report. 

that the Coxmission must defer to party rules on the date of 
nomination and submits a letter from the General Counsel of the 
Democratic National Committee which the Committee states 
establishee the date of ineligibility as July 16, 1992, rather 
than July 15. In the letter Counsel states the proc@dural rules 
for the 1992 convention provide that "following the role call vote 
on selection of the presidential candidate, the Permanent Chair is 
to 'aEmoint a committee to advise the nominee of hie or her 

In support of its theory, the Cormnittee states 

.. 

First, contrary to the Committee's statement, 
the Commission is not required to defer to party rules, but rather 
to follow the provisions of the Act. The Commission*r 
determination has done that. second, the quoted section of the 
Party's procedures do not suggest that the nomination is not 
"Official" until the acceptance epeech. Instead, the language 
supports the Commission's determination by referring to the 
candidate as the "norinse" in two placee within the one sentence. 

observations concerning the timing of the vote when held late in 
the day which could apply equally to the date on which a candidate 
askee  an acceptance speech. 

contained in the Interim Audit Report was unchanged in the final 
audit report presented f o r  Commission considesation. 

discussed above, a number of other apparent general election media 
expenses paid by the Committee were addressed in the Interim Audit 
Report. An invoice dated July 20, 1992 for $6,109 for work 
relating to focus groups was identificd. One of two versions of 
the invoice states that the focus groups were "to test general 
election nessages". Another invoice was for "35mm Film Shoot" at 
the Democratic National Convention on July 35 and 16, 1992. These 
dates were the Candidate's date of ineligibility and the following 
day. The Interim Audit Report concluded that film taken on these 
days could have little opportunity to be used in the primary 
campaign. The invoice Was for 54,950. A third invoice, totaling 
$10,990, is one of a number that was billed to the Committee for 
travel, administrative costs and feesr and some production related 
items. The invoice contains a statement that "THIS INVOICE IS 
ENTIRELY FOR EXPENSES INCURRED DURING TEE PWI 
However, a review of the charges shows that the invoice appears to 
cover the period July 16, to August 18, 1992 and is apparently a 

The Committee offers a number of other 

For the reasons stated above thc conclusion 

Hn addition to the cost of producing the filar 
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general election expense. Finally, the Committee paid an invoice 
dated August 20, 1992. that wa6 to 'Test Response Spot'. The 
invoice as addressed to the Clinton/Gore '92 Coamittee. Absent 
further documentation. the $4,106 io included as a general 
election expense. 

the Committee points out that one of the mailings discussed above 
included a photo of the Bresidential and Vice Presidential 
candidates on the podium at the convention that had been promised 
in an earlier gritaaty solicitation. Although the Committee doe6 
not provide any evidence to show that  this expense was for that 
photo, it is rearonable to conclude that the two are related. The 
Comaittee's explanation is accepted. 

Annemarie Bannon, controller for Great American Redia, Tnc. to 
address the $18,990 charge for travel, a inistrative free, and 
production. Plr. Bannon states that with he exception $760 in 
travel expenses. all of the charges arc for primry work. She 
explains that it is not unusual for billings to be delayed due to 
the need to gather in format ion  f r o m  s t a f f  and V@lldoSi, and await 
credit card billings. The vendor provides no detailed information 
to support the explanation and does not explain why the invoice 
indicatas that the charges relate to &I general election period. 

two charges. 

amount of general election 5edia expenses paid by the Cowittee 
was $190,470. 

With respect to the "35- F i l m  Shoot" ($4,950) 

The Committee provided an affidavit from 

The Comatittee doer not sddrcss the remaining 

The audit staff concluded that the total 

d. Miscellaneous General Election Expenses 

The Interim Audit Report noted a number of 
other  expenses that were considered to be general election 
expenses paid by the Committee. Each is discussed briefly below: 

The Committee purchased 150,000 copies of the book Puttin 
People First invoiced on July 6 and 10, 1992. The -a? 
cost was $110,286. The CormPfttce*s records indicated that 
it Sold 106.000 cspie6 of the book to the General 
Committee for $15,900. The value was determined by 
multiplying 5.25 per copy times 601, to arrive at 5-15 per 
copy times 106,000 copie6. There are two e r r o r s  in this 
calculation. F i r s t ,  the cost of the books, rasing the 
lower of the two prices paid by the Co 
approximately 5.72 per scpy. Second, since these books 
are not "capital assets" they are Rot subject to the 
depreciation allowance provided at 11 CFR s9034.5(c)(l). 
The Gen@ral Comittca ShQUld have paid $.I2 x 106,000, OK 
$76,320. Therefore an additional $60,420 io due from the 
General CoiiSaitt..ee. - 28065 - 5  
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In response 
conference, 

to the oresentation of this matter at the exit 
the Cokittee stated that it did not agree 

that there is a receivable from the the General Committee. 
In their opinion, the majority of the publications were 
used during the primary and the Democratic National 
Convention- They also stated that the value of the 
publications were not required to be transferred as an 
asset to the General Committee pursuant to 11 CFR 
$9034.5(c) because they are not capital or other assets. 

In total, there were 150,000 copies purchased from the 
vendor. Of that total, 106,000 were purchased By the 
General Committee. If the majority of these books were 
used during the primary and convention, it would appear 
that 106,000 would not have Bean available to sell to the 
General Committee. No documentation to Support the 
statement was submitted. Further, the audit analysio did 
not characterize the books as either a capital or other 
asset, but rather a general election expense paid by the 
Comai ttee. 

In respense to the Interim Audit Report the Ccs 
states that "1b)ased on the best information (I 
the Cosmittee at this time, it appears that the pamphlets 
sent to and distributed at the Convention were erroneously 
counted in the inventory prepared by the Primary 
Committee". The C ittee also o to referring to 
these pamphlets as oks. The Co e provided a copy 
of the booklet at issue and cogie wo brochures of the 
same name produced by the General ttee ana an 
affidavit from Jann Greenland stating that it was her 
understanding that the original beoklat was for use in the 
final stages of the Primary campaign %s well a6 a 
psorotiwn piece during the Convention. Further. according 
to the Committee, even if some booklets were sold to the 
General Cotamittee, since they WereBpt used in the general 
election, they should not be considered a general election 
expense and the Comaittee should refund the General 
Committee the $15,900 paid, 

The Audit staff used the word "b . because the 
documentation submitted by the Co ittee during fieldwork 
used the term. The inforaatfon vided does not 
establish that the booklets were shipped to the 
Convention, that they were not used in the general 
election period, or how the inventory prepared af ter  the 
Convention could have concluded that 106,000 booklets that 
did not exist were in inventory. 

At tht time the eo ittoe presented the inventory to the 
Audit staff, there id not seem to be any question as ts 

COkmitteE?. At a minimum, the Co ittee could supply am 
- the existence of the 106,000 booklets sold to the General 
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affidavit from Committee personnel responsible for the 
inventoey to explain whether 106,000 booklets existed or 
not. Absent additional information the cost of the 
booklets is concidertd to be a general election expense. 

* The Committee contracted with Press Association, m c .  for 
a news service. The contract was to run from June 26, to 
November 3Q, 1992. The total cost was $14,753. The 
Committee paid $10,003 of this amount. This is considered 
a general election expense. 

In response to the fnterir Audit Raport. the Committee 
agrees that the Co i t t c e  has overpaid its portion but 
disagrees with the entire amount being a general election 
expense. The Response contends that the correct amount of 
the overpayment by the Committee was $7,607. That amount 
was refunded to the Casuittee on June 10, 1994. The 
Committee did not explain how it arrived at this amount. 
Absent additional infotaation, the entire $10,003 is 
considered a general election expense. 

The Committee chartered aircraft from Air Advantage. 
Payments via wire transfer were made in advance and 
chargee were applird as incurred. A t  the tnd of the 
primary a credit balance remained that was applied to 
generail electiom Charge6. The Co ittee performed a 
reconciliation and daterained that $27,222 
the General Committee. In addition, the Co 
paid $17,000 for a reconfiguration of the a 
bringing the total amount due from the Gene 
per the CQm8Bitt@e*S reconciliation, to S44,222. 
Subsequently, the 60 ittse concluded that $15,000 of the 
$17,000 reconPiguratisn charge could be considered a 
pri-ry expense since the work was done on July 10, 1992 
prior to the Candidate.s date of ineligibility. It i s  
clear that improvement6 to the aircraft were done in 
preparation €OK tba general election campaign. The only 
use of the aircraft after July IOI 1992 and before the 
Candidate#s date of ineligibility was to transport the 
Candidate and then Senator Core to the convention. After 
the convention. the aircraft was used in the general 
election campaign. 

In response to the Interim Audit Report, the Committee 
agrees that t h e  S2,OOO and the $27,222 were erroneauoly 
paid by the Committee, and notes that the amounts were 
rf?iSnbUKSed on January 11 and Uarch 24. 1994. However, 
it still disagrees with tht $lS,OOO reconfiguration 
charge. Since the recanfiguration cost were incurred on 
~ u l y  IO,:.~S& and the airplane was used in the primary, in 
the Co.uPittee*s opinion, the entire cosets was a1locable to 
the primary. The one tire use of the aircraft before the 
convention does not justify the allocation of this cost to 
the primary. - 
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The Committee paid nandarich L Associates $1,720 for 
services and expenses. The invoice specifies that the 
services were far the "Bill Clinton General Election 
Compliance Pundo. The Committee recognizes that this 
amount requires reimbursement from the Compliance 
Committee. In response to the Interim Audit Report. the 
Compliance Committee refunded this amount to the Committee 
on June 10, 1994. 

O There is a group of other papants that are apparently f o r  
the general election campaign. Sore of the items are 
expenses incurred in the genercal election period while 
others are monthly expen6es that should have been 
allocated between the primary and general al@ctionr 
campaigns for July, 1992. The total amount is $20,066. 

In response to the Interim Audit Report, the General 
Committee refunded $14,420 on Yanuary 11 and Rarch 25,  
1994 to the Comaittee and was planninq to refund the 
remaining $5,646. 

In the Interim Audit Report, the aaoune awed 
tQ the Committee from the Gene ittee wa6 $879,361 and the 
amount due from the Compliance ttec? was 52Q2,2 
the Commission meeting of Dece 5, 1994, this 8 ount had been 
revised based on the C I%W, t o  m a ,  
the General. Committee and $132,584 due from the Compliance 
Committee. Of there amounts $52,329 ha6 been refunded by the 
General, Comaittee and 91,329 by the Compliance C 

not considered a general election eorpernrse OL an accaunf receivable 
from the Compliance Committee, but a sen-qualified campaign 
expense. 

consideration, the Audit staff  rclco nded that th 
make an initial determination that ro rata repa 
amount of $237,948 is due to the U.S. Treasury pur t to 11 CEPR 
§9038.2(b)(2). 

15, 1994, the Conmission found many of these expenses to be 
similar to the expenses in the Bush-Ouaylc ' 9 2  report epprowed cat 
the Commission meeting of Deceaberc 0, 1992. As a result, some of 
the expenses ware alioeated, 50% to the Primary and 508 to the 
General Election. The capital asreto were allocated 40% to the 
primary ab permitted by 11 CFR S9034.5(c). These changes are 
detailed on Attachment 7 ,  As of June 30, 19941, there i6 an 
outstanding balance of $398,480 che rom the General Committee and 
$130,824 due from the Compliance Co ittee. These a 

The 569,660 for csspiling the #aster File is 

In the report presented %or Cammission 

Bowever, at the Commission meeting ob Dace 
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shown on the Coraarittee's *DC0 statement at 1fI.C. as accounts 
receivable and arc non-qualified campaign expenses rubjest to a 
ratio repayment unless the amounts are reimbursed to the 
torrittee 

post date of ineligibility matching funds was adju6ted in Section 
1II.D. below. That adjU6tmcnt causes the point at which the 
CorlittaQ's occounta no longer contains Federal fund6 to occur 
later than war calculated in the report eonridered by the 
Conmitoion on December 15, i994. It i s  now calculated that all 
non-qualified campaign expenses diccureed in this section were 
paid uhilc the C ittee's account contai~e Federal funds. 

Also, as noted previously, the candidate's entitl@aont to 

Recommendation Qt 

A i  a result of the Comaiirsion8s decisions, the Audit ataff 
recommends t h a t  the Conmission m k e  an initial determination that 
the Candidate is required to make a pro rata repayment to the V.S. 
Trea6Ury of $158,940 [t$3964,480 -+ $130,828 .b 569,660) x .2583461 
pursuant to I1 CPR 99038.2(b)(2). Thio a ~ o u ~ t  p change if the 
Crorrittce demonstrates that the Candidate was entitled to a 
greeter amount than is calculated at Section XX1.D. 

ittea -de a $37,500 payment on 
September 2 .  1992, to Ksthlyn Grave6 Escrow Ag@ntr. The only 
documentation in the Co8aitteeea records was B eancelad check and 
a carbon copy of the check with tbr not%tion 'settlementw. 
Aecording to the Committee, pa de QPI behalf of the 
Committee €or consulting wort. e condidantiel and 
Can't be aade public. There is a. written agreement but the terms 
of the agaceement can't be de public. The terrc af the agreem@n% 
preclude dl6ClOSur@. During d Ildwark the Coatsittee rt?¶lS@6t@d ltht 
attorney who dreu up the agare nt provide a statvment to clarify 
the nature of the agreement. is statement was requested again 
by the Audit 6taff at the exit conference. 

fnterim Audit Report, the C 
information but it did not 
campaign expense. 

In response t o  the exit conference and the 

b. Caapaign Bonuses 

ittee paid bomuceo t o  variouo staff 
reaberr, firms, and coasuleontc after the date o f  ineligibility. 
According to the CoIlrrittee there boausas werc daterained prior to 
the date of ineligibility. Any contracts the Co 
there individuals did not cover tbsre bomses. Th 
stated these were orally agreed to, betueen the Co - 
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individual. During the fieldwork and at the exit conference the 
Committee rtated they would provide statementa with information 
about how the amount was arrived at by the cotsnittee. The 
statements were to Be from either the individual that received the 
bonus oz the Committee perron that arrived at the amounts. There 
were a total of 21 entigics that received bonuses totaling 
$237,750. 

After the exit conference presentation of thio 
matter, the Cormittee submitted memos from David Watkina for each 
of the people receiving a bonus. Basically, each 
person's position in the campaign, stated that Rr. 
authorized the boaua and that each bonus WQO deter 
the Democratic National Convention. Some bonuses were based on 
the recommendation of the imedirrta supervis~r~ such as D 
Wilhelm, Balm Emanuel, and Keeley Ardman. ~ h a ~ e  a~m.06 do not 
establish that the bonuses were in connection with the campaign 
for norination. 

In response to the Interim Audit Report. the 
Csmmittee states that it could find no instance when the 
Commission did not permit bonuses. The Coraittec states that it 
doer find instances of the Co irsion permitting other rewards to 
staff after the close of the campaign. The response also states 
that the Comuiesion has considered ssverance pay after the date of 
ineligibility and the costs of a rtaff party after the election as 
qualified campaign expenses. The Co ittee Bid not cite any 
specific cases in their response. 

information on the individuals and firm5 t received bonurer. 
For Carvillt and Begala, the Committee r tted an addendum to 
their consulting contract. Accordi~lg ea s addendun, dated 
narch 3, 1992, the Comaittee wou36 pay the firm a bonus of $87,500 
if the candidate wali nominated by the Democratic National 
Convention. The Audit staff notes that at the en6 o f  fieldwork 
the Committee stated there were no addenda to thio contract. f n  
the Audit staff'o opinion, the Committee has established s 
contractual liability that was incurred prior to the date of 
ineligibility, and the payment to Carviflla and Bagsla it3 therefore 
a qualified campaign expense. 

The Colarittee also su ittsd an affidavit from 
Rshm EPanue1. Hi0 affidavit State216 that waa responsible for 
developing and implementing the Cosunittce'o nationa 
campaign. According to the affidavit, part of Mr. 
employment agreement provided for a perforamrace baa 
The agreerent provided for a bonus to be paid if fundraising 
performance exceeded carpaign gCal6. Th@ affidavit explains that 
the Committee and sir- wilhah honored the ~ ~ ~ ~ Q ~ e n t  agreement and 
provided If. WLenrrel with bonus pa nts o f  $52,000. Neither Rr. 
Ellanuel or the Committee provided any written agreement. 

%n addition, the Ca cc submitted 
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For Ary Zieook, the Committee subnitted an 
unsigned draft of a contract with Amy Zirsook 6 Arsociates, 
Inc. (-1. According to the contractr PUB was to receive $25,000 
within 5 days of whichevtr oecurs first: (1) Covernor Clinton 
rusptnds his candidacy in the primaries or withdraws from the 
presidential priaarier; or ( 2 )  the agreement ir terminated; or ( 3 )  
dune 11, 1992. The Comaittee also submitted an 8ffidavIt f f C W p  Amy 
zitook supporting the draft contract. According to IIs. Zirook, 
the *contracte vhich was subsitted to the Co ittee in February, 
1992, accurately reflects ny verbal aqrtement with the Ca 
regarding payment of professional Lees incPudi 
The Audit stat% requested rnny contracts the CQ 
or Amy zisook during fieldwork but none were p 
addition the Committee stated during fieldwork that PIa. ZisooR Rad 
an agreement but not in writing. Again, in the Audit staff's 
opinion, the Committee has established a contractual liability 
that vas incurred prior to the date of ineligibilityp and is 
thtrefore a qualified campaign expense. 

submitted an affidavit from David Watkfnr, Director of Operations 
€OK the Committee. Accoraing to #r. Watkins, based on dibcuoeions 
with Mr. Emanuel before the end of the primary, the bonuses for 
Jim Palmer, John Frontero, Nancy Jacobson, Patrick Dorinson, katt 
GorPan, mazy Leslie, T e r i  Waltcrs, and Simon Kahn were based on 
the amount of money raised by these people €or the Co 
that the amount raised e%ceaded each persm*s individual goal. 
The Combittee did not 6upply any inferratioa t o  cstabltish what 
each employee's goal was at the beginning of their fundraising 
activity or that any agreement for  a bonus was part of any 
Contract with the individuals. 

information €or tht balanct of the enployears, except for  nr.  
Watkin's affidavit. 
characterized as payments to bring total compensation up to agreed 
upon levels. The Audit staff reviewed the nt S@cordS 
provided dusing fieldwork to support the Co s t ~ ~ ~ ~ e n t s .  

Sttphanopoulos received his $7,000 Bonus in o ~ d r r  to bring his 
total pay to tht agreed salary o f  $60,000 per year. 19r, 
Sttphanopoulos signed a contract with the Co ittee dated November 
4 ,  1991 and was paid $5,000 a month as a consultant. Beginning in 
1992, ht went on the payroll as a Coamittet employee at a salary 
of $5,000 per sonth. 
in the spring of 1992 he received leos than hi6 full. paycheck. On 
July 20, 1992 he received a paycheck that restored his pay t~ 
$ 5 , 0 0 0  a ronth. Mr. Stephanopoulo6 started working for the 
General Coanrittec ianrediately after the date of ineligibility. 
Based on his ntt pay from the General Committee, it appears his 

For the remining individuals, the Committee 

The Couittct did not supply 5ny additional 

Xn that affidwit tht bonus payrents wert 

According to xr. Watkiaar, Gecrgc 

As with other employee's of the Committet 



66 

salary was equal to or greater than $5,000 per month. According 
to the information supplied during fieldwork, Ur. Stephanopoulos 
had already received conpnsation of at least $60,000 per year 
btfore receiving the $7,000 bonus on Nove er 5, 1992. 

Carey, Rick Lernerp Keeley Ardman, and George xozendorf, r@C@ived 
bonuses in order to bring their pay during the pri 
certain ronthly rata. For Hi-. Carey. the bonus wa 
bring him up tQ a "market rate of $3,500 per month for the period 
from November, 1998 through ~snuary, 1992.m nr. Carey Started in 
September, 1991 at a salary of $2,500 per PO h. In Dece 
1991, his salary was increased to $3,000 per onth. Only 
Commission permitted the Go ittea to retroa ively increase Hr. 
Careyes salary, would he have been entitled to any portion of the 
$3,000. 

According to nt. Watkinr affidavit. Paul 

The affidavit continues that, Mr. Lerner's 
$3,000 bonus was intended to bring Fir. Lerner's "pay to market 
rate at $2,500 per month." Hr. Lerner*e compensation included 
receiving consulting payments of $2,500 per month, one pay check 
with a net arount of $761.51, and $9,000 in cenoultinp fees for 
fundraisinq. Since this person received in excess of $2,500 per 
month, the explanation of the bonus does not seem to be correct. 

For Reeley Ardman, nr. watkin's wanted her 
87,500 bonus "to bring her average pay during the primary to a 
market rate of $ 3 , 0 0 0  per nonth". RI. A r  tsrrted working for 
the Comaittee on September 9 ,  1991 for $1, er month. She 

final incbeaoe came on nay 1, 1992 to $3, K ranth. Like 
other employees she received less then her Bull pay but received a 
payment on July 28, 1992 that reetored her back pay. Therefore 
the purpose of the bonus was to give her a retroactive pay raise 
to $3,00Q per month from September, 1991 through April 3 0 ,  1992. 

Eotendorf*s bonus of $5,000 "to bring his rats of pay to $2,500 
per month €or service from April, 1992 through July, 1992 ab well 
as to compensate him for an anticipated emall period of time 
assisting with primary drafts after e end of tha p ~ i t ~ t ~ y :   hie 
employee started working for the Co ttea at a salary of $1,833 
per month. His salary resained 60 nt throughout the primary. 
The paycheck on July 28, 8992 appears to contain an amount greater 
than the asaount of his back pay, and could be viewed as covering 
any incidental work done for the Committee after the date of 
ineligibility. It appears he started working at a higher salary 
for the General Co ediatcly after the primary. 

individual's salaries were negotiated with the Co ittee at the 
start of their employment. There is no justification for granting 
retroactive pay raises. 

received a raise to $2,100 per month on NO 0 4, 1991. m r  

IQr. Watkin's affidavit justified 

In the Audit staff's opinion, thesa 

- 
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according to the affidavit, h i s  Lavellc was 
paid $10.500 as partial coenpensation ab the Press  Director of the 
Committee prior to the Denosratic National Convention. Though the 
Committee did not supply any information covering this cnplayee'r; 
starting salary, according to the Co ittee's recordsr the first 
paycheck was Yune 30, 1992. She was paid &ppKo%~m&t@l~ $9 ,000  
after the Deaocratic Convention, before the bonus. Excluding the 
$8,000 bonus, for the period of time she worked for tha Comaittee, 
she would have had a weekly paycheck of over $2,600, staking this 
perron the highest paid employee of the Committee. With the 
bonus, the weekly pay would have been over $4,600. This pereon 
started working for the General Committee immediately after the 
primary at a salary of approximately $5,000 a month. Apparently, 
this person's enploynent with the Comaittee was longer than four 
weeks, but the CoPaittee has not provided amy information 
establishing the length o f  this p e r s ~ n ~ s  employment. 

Christine Varney*s $12,500 bonus, according to 
Hr. Watkin's, was based on her having "to t r 8 V @ l  to and stay in 
Little R o c k ,  Arkansas more often and for  more extensive periods of 
time (i.e., more weekend stays) than originally contemplated when 
hired. In addition, the bonus reprerented conpenscation for her 
continuing winddown work after the date of ineligibility.' 1113. 
Varney started working for the Coaaittee on Way 1. 1992, at a 
salary of $5,833 per month. She also started working for the 
General Committee immediately after the Bate of ineligibility. 

According to the Bffidevit, Betsy Wright vas 
Director of Research. Ber bonus of $1,250 was to wcoiapensate for 
work done during the prirsry beycad that originally contcaptnted 
when the rate of pay was established." The bonus was based on the 
reco8mendation of David Wilhela. According to Co ittee records, 
she started working ~ Q P  the Co 
month on larch 20, 1992. She a r t 4  working for the General 
Coamittee, €or what appears to Bs the s m e  ssLary. i 
after the date o f  ineligibility. 

the Committee according to the affidavit. Bk& "xeceived a $11.500 
bonus which wa6 payrent €or work perfor 
to the date of ineligibility.' Prom C 
appears to have been a volunteer for t 
small amount to cover her expenrac while traveling. She started 
working bor the Centra). Committee on July 31, I992 with 8 salary 
of $1,000 per month. 

bonus for "outstanding performance and dedication during the 
primary. " 

the Comaittee has *-&led to establish they had any liability to 

ittec a t  a salary of $6.000 per 

Lisa Shochat was a part-time assistant with 

Finally, Shannon Tanner received a $2,500 

Except for Carville and Begala and 

pay these bonuses as of the date of ineligibility. - 
.. 

Page 71, J4szmed 12/27/94 



68 

. .  

I .  

. .  

above, the Co 
rent. In that 

AS notea at Pinding II-E. 
reiabursed David Wilhala $6 ,600  for apartment 
finding the Committee had no obligation to 
This amount has been added to the other bonuses paid to various 
staff a e h r s .  

ke this papent. 

The! total of non-qualified campaign expanses 
for staff bonuses is $131,250. (Attachment 8 pg. 2) 

c. Traveler's Cheques 

During the c-paign the Committee purchased 
$179,357 in t r a ~ e l e r ~ s  cheques (me& Attachment. 9.)  These cheprs 
were purcha6ed aver a period starting February 13, 1992 and ending 
July 9, 1992. During fieldwork, the Gcmsaittae provided the 
foblowing inforrmation on "BrQCedures for Issuing Travellers 
Checks., in a memorandun dated march 25, 1993. 

sAfter sonsultation with the Federal Election 
Car~ission, the Clinton for Precident Co ittae began a policy of 
distributing American BXpreS6 Tu%velPers ues to ~ a m p ~ i g n  staff 
to cover living costs sssociated with ~ a ~ ~ a ~ ~ n - ~ @ ~ a t e ~  field work 
during the prinary campaign period. The f ~ l l Q w i ~ $  disbursement 
procedures were established: 

1) 

2, 

a ,  

Travelers cheque6 would be u6cd axclvoively 
for per diem p a p e n t o  t o  the campaign's 
advance personnel on the roadr and all other 
compensation such as advance consulting fees 
and salaries would be issued on campaign 
checks; 

Travelers cha es could not be substituted ~ Q K  
standard campaign drafto or bank cheeks 
intended for event costs or any other nwn-per 
diem expense~ on the road; 

Travelers cheques would only be issued out of 
the scheduling and advance department and 
could not be used for otber e a ~ ~ ~ ~ g ~  
activities, i.e. volunteers, headquarters 
operations, etc.;" 

The Corsaittse did mxvidat EL lata that wac used 
when the cheques were isrued that details the rceilpient of the 
cheques, the days traveled. the loeatisna, the denomination of the 
traveler's cheques, the total amaunt, date issued, and the 
initials of the authorizing official. This infor tion was not 
provided for all cheques. In its response to the exit conference, 
the Committee 6tated that the log supported S159,190 in traveler's 
checks spent during the casepaign. The Cotmaittee did not explain 
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the difference of over $20,0OQ, between the $179.357 in traveler's 
cheques purchased and the $159,190 in the Co ittee's log. The 
Audit staff was able to determine that the 1 
approximately $158,080. 

in tome instances blocks of cheques were issued to individuals, 
€OK amounts gfeater than a parson would need for their per 
In these cases, the log docs not provide the names of other 
individualo that u y  have eventually reetived the traveler's 
cheques and the days traveled by the individual. It would 
therefore appear, that in some instances, the campaign staff 
person rtceiving the travelers cheques is not recorded or the 
cheques were uoed for other than the recipient's per diem. This 
amounted to over S40,OOO in insufficiently explained cheque6 in 
the log, including S1.620 recorded twice in the log for the same 
cheques. The Audit staff considers the use o f  traveler*s cheques 
to be cash disbursemento in violation of 11 CIR 5102.110 since the 
ehagues are bet a check or similar draft d r a m  on an account 
established at a Courittee campaign depositary, and therefore arc 
non-qualified campaign expenses. Putther, the e x ~ ~ d i ~ u r e ~  are 
not docurasnted in accordance with 172 CrR S9833.11. 

A review of the log a p ~ ~ ~ r s  to indicate that 

In response eo the Interim Audit Report, the 
Committee states it disagrees that the use of traveleras cheques 
ure cash dirbursements. Bowever, if they were considered to be 
cash disbursements the Co ittee believes that the d~eburme~ents 
are adaquately documented pursuant to 11 C 

cheque plan was approved by the Audit staff. The Cawittee has 
been unable to locate any conte raneoum svid@nce of the 
approval. The Audit rtaff  has record OP reeollection of any 
such approval. 

Tho response also states that tho method of 
documenting the travder'a c h ~ ~ ~ ~  is i n ~ i ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ a h a ~ l e  from the 
permissible method of docwonting petty cash ex nditurts. Pt is 
also stated that the individual per dies rate wa 530 (less than 
the 3100 limit on petty cash disbutscacnts) and thu5 the treatment 
of traveler's cheques like a petty cash fund is fully consistent 
with the Act and regulaticne. fm the Audit ata5f.s 
use of nearly $100,000 in trawelers cheques carnnet likened to a 
petty cash fund. The log subpitted dots coataia an 
identifying who received the cheques for the majority of the 
amount but the amounts are often in excess o f  $100. 

traveler's cheques can be conridered the  same as a pa 
"similar draft" from the Comaittee's depository purauant to 11 CPB 
5102.10. The -Cornittee explains that chsquesp %fer@ ~ ~ ~ ~ h a r ~ d  from 
Wortken Bank, the Co.a~ittce*% degocitory, by cheeks d r a m  ow thc 
Ceraittss's checking account. 'pbe traveler's chaguaa are writem 
inrtrusrsntr. which are returned t o  the bank for papant just as 

The Comaittee again states that the traveler"$ 

ittee also cantcnds that the use of 

- 
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checks. The COpUittee is incorrcpct. Pirat, tha re 
that the expenditure ke ma p check or si 
account eotabli6hed at a c ign dapesitor e t raveles ' B 
cheques are not drawn on B ittec account. mrther, the 
Corrittea i s  net aceurata that the traveler'r cheque6 ere returned 
to Worthem Bank. They are sent to Aaprican Lxpreos. There i o  no 
negotiated instrument available for tho Audit staff's review at 
the Committee or their depository. Tba requirement that checks Bc 
drawn on a Committee depository provides records for both 
Committee a&$ Comi6sim rcevieu. 

traveler.6 cheques are not consirt etaents of 11 
CBR 9162.10. i t  doas not follow th 
the Beaning ob 11 CPR EStQ33.11. The C 
various types of documentation that may 
regulation and concludes that the log a 
policy complies with two sf the fasts. 
not consider is that in addition to the listed ~ ~ e ~ n t a t ~ o ~ ~  11 
CPR 29033.11 requires a canceled check neg~tiated by Ume payee, 
This is not possible when traweler's cheque@ atre ua;&. 

in the Slf9,357 in travelerQ cheques  KC^^^^ md ths $159.190 
the Committee claims the traveler*s shequa log rup 
the log didn't support $158.000 as claimd i 
explained in the Interim Audit Report, olth 
approximately $158,000 in traveler's shaqua 
amount was insufficiently explained. The C 
address this problem in their response. 

traveler6 cheques were cash disbursements in violation of 11 CFR 
5102.10 since the cheques were not a check or similar draft drawn 
on an account established at a Committee campaign depository, and 
therefore, were non-qualified campaign expenses. FuKther, the 
expenditures were not documented in accordance with 11 CFR 
59033.11. 

Finally. the C t even if the 

The CommiStec did not ~ x ~ ~ 5 i ~  tbc difference 

The Audit staff concluded that thc use of 

At the Commission meeting of December 15, 
1994, the Commission decided to permit the Committee to consider 
amounts of $100 or 1e69, per transaction, as a qualified campaign 
expense. AS a result of this decision a total of $166,658 was 
determined to be non-qualified campaign expenses. 

d. W.P Halone, Inc. 

Invoices for leased equipment for February, 
March and April, 1992 totaled $40,710. Committee records indicate 
three payments were made, $10,000 on Harch 27, 1992, $15,000 on 
June 1, 1992 and 15,710 on August 25, 1992, which paid the balance 
in full. In addition, on July 10, 1992 the Committee paid $4,850 
which appears to be a partial payment on the April, 1992 billing. 
Therefore, $4,850 represents an appirrant duplicate payment. The 
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invoice associated with the $4,850 check is the same invoice 
associated with the three payments discussed above. The Interim 
Audit Report concluded that if the Committee did not provide 
additional invoices supporting the $4,850, it would be considered 
a duplicate payment, and the amount would be included in section 1 
of this finding. Additional issues with respect to this vendor 
are discussed in section 2 of this finding. 

information in its response to the Interim Audit Report; 
therefore, the $4,850 has been included in section 1 of this 
finding. 

The Audit staff did not review the Committee'a 
Third Quarter 1993 FEC Disclosure Report at the time of the audit 
fieldwork. However, on that reporto the Committee reported paying 
W.P. Malone an additional $63,000 in consulting payments. Th@ 
Committee did not report any debt owed to this vendor on the 
Second Quarter 1993 FEC Report. As mentioned in Section 2. of 
this finding, all the equipmemt bought from this vendor was sold 
to the General Committee. The Audit staff requested additional 
documentation that established that the $63,000 in payments were 
in connection with the campaign for nomination. Pending receipt 
of that documentation, the amount was considered a non-qualified 
campaign expense. 

In response to the Interim Audit Report, the 
Committee provided a copy of a check to this vendor for $50,000 
and an invoice from the vendor that states the amount is a 
"Deposit toward professional services for June through September, 
1993." The Committee did not explain the $13,000 difference but 
the Fourth Quarter 1993 FEC Disclosure Report shows a voided eh@ck 
to the vendor of $13,000. On the same report the Colamittet 
disclosed another $159,695 payment to W.P. malone. The Committee 
later sent a copy of an invoice which stated only that the payment 
was for June through September, 1993 professional services. After 
the Interim Audit Report was sent to the Committee the Audit staff 
reviewed the 1994 Disclosure Reports and noted additional 
payments to this vendor for $210,081 and $95,645. The Audit staff 
requested additional documentation. The Committee provided an 
invoice for the $210,081 that states only that the amount is €or 
professional services for October, November, and December 1993. 
The Committee also provided a copy of the check and an invoice for 
the $95,645, which was for professional services for the months of 
January and February 1994. Also, on the Second Quarter 1994 PEC 
Disclosure Report. the Committee disclosed a debt to this vendor 
of $93,4316 for computer consulting. 

explanation as to what specific services this vendor is providing 
to the Committee other then consulting payments and how those 
services relate to the wind down activity of the Committee. _The 

The Committee did not provide any additional 

The Committee has not provided any detailed 

r 
-. 

28077 
page 75, &zpmved 12/27/94 



72 

rts, equipment ental, and other services. 
included the additional BiWS@ nts and debt 

to W.P Malone, Inc. totaling $608,857 in winding-down expenses on 
the NOCO statement in Finding 1IS.C. 

e. Miscellaneous 

The Committee issued $5,500 in checks from it6 
New Vork bank account. The checks were data entered under Barold 
Xckes name, but the payee on the check is the Clinton for 
President Committee. Annotations made by the bank with respect to 
certain checks appear to indicate that cash was obtained. There 
was no documentation except €or the canceled checks. 

Another vendor in Section 1. of this finding 
is Carol Willis. There were many reimbursements to Cazol Willis. 
Rowever, many of the expenses incurred were actually paid on 
credit cards belonging to Wilbur T. Peer and Leroy Brownlee. The 
Audit staff requested documentation that supports when and how Mr. 
Peer and Mr. Brownlee were reimbursed by Mr. Willis such as copies 
of canceled checks. The expenditures not sufficiently documented 
total $11,209. Also, available documentation indicates that a 
portion of this amount may represent duplicate payments of the 
same expenses. 

In addition, the Audit staff requested 
additional documentation for the Sheraton Wanhattan in the amount 
of $6,489 and New England Telephone for $7,000. Documentation for 
these vendors appears to be complete; however, there io no 
recognition of payments in there amounts. The disbursements may 
be duplicate payments of the same expenses. 

In response to the Interim Audit Report, the 
Committee stated it has requested information from all the vendors 
listed above and will submit it as boon a6 it is available. 

The Committee sloo had parking tickets 
totaling $2,129, a stolen fax machine costing $1,207, and lost 
radios costing $13,424. 

In response to the Interim Audit Report, the 
Committee did not address the parking tickets. For the lost and 
stolen equipment, the response states that the Committee and its 
members exercised great care in the maintenance and oecurity of 
leased equipment. The Committee provided a copy of the security 
policy used during the general election, which was "the 
culmination of tho verbal policies promulgated amd adhered to 
during the Primary." It is further stated that "it is the 
Committee's position that there was no evidence of misconduct or 
gross negligence ... and thus it was unnecessary to execute the 
Committee's policy of withholding salaries upon the discovery of 
evidence of misconduct or gross negligence.R 
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The Committee submitted documentation from its 
insurance agent that pertained to the General Committee. It is 
stated in the documentation that since the cost o f  commercial 
insurance was prohibitive, the only reasonable approach was self 
insurance. "A comparison of the losses identified by the Audit 
Division to the total monies expended by the Committee for 
equipment leases in general and as compared to leases for similar 
equipment reveals that the Committee paid a relatively small 
amount for the replacement of lost equipment (the amount paid by 
the Committee represents only .08% of the rental equipment fees)". 
The Committee did not submit any information on how they arrived 
at .OB%. The Audit Division doubts ths accuracy of this 
percentage, since the total equipment stolen or lost was $14,631. 
If this represents -08% of the total, the Committees equipment 
leases would be 518,288,750 ($14,631/.08%). 

required €or non-qualified campaign expenses paid while Committee 
accounts contain Federal funds. Of the amounts discussed above, 
$47,750 plus the payments to W.B. Malone of $608,857 were made 
after the Committee's accounts had been purged of Federal funds 
and are not included in the repayment calculation. 

As previously stated, except for the $608,857 
consulting payments to W.P. lalone, the problems noted in this 
section, were addressed during field work and at the exit 
conference. In addition, Committee representatives were provided 
schedules detailing these items. All items discussed above in 
Sections III.B.3.a. to III.B.3.e. arc listed on Attachment 8. 

recommended that the Camittee provide evidence to demonstrate 
that these expenses were qualified campaign expenses. The 
Commission further recommended that the Committee demonstrate that 
the Kathlyn Graves disbursement was made in connection with 
seeking the nomination pursuant to 11 CFR S9032.9(~)(2). In 
addition, it was recommended that the Ccmmi.ttee provide: (1) 
evidence showing that the payment of bonuses to staff was a 
qualified campaign expanse and ( 2 )  LP pre-established written 
Committee policy on bonuses. With respect to the lost equipment, 
it was recommended that the Committee provide evidence of the 
methods employed by the Committee to safeguard the equipment. In 
addition, demonstrate what efforts were made to recover the lost 
equipment (i.e., were police reports filed). Finally, provide 
documentation which identified the relative value o f  the lost 
equipment to the total value of the equipment lensed from the 
respective vendors. The Interim Audit Report also stated that 
absent such evidence, the Audit staff would recommend that the 
Commission make an initial determination that the Committee make a 
pro rata repayment of $118,494 [($569,415 - $63,000 - $47,750) x 
.2583461 to the United States Tr@asury. 

As explained in Section fII.B.1., repayment is 

In the Interim Audit Report, the Commission 
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Except for the 587,500 payment 
Begala, and the $25,000 payment to Amy Zisook, the 
not demonstrated that expenses in this finding arc 
camnaicm exnenses. In addition. the Committee did 

to Carville & 
Committee has 
qualified 
not provide a 

wriita; pre-established campaign policy for bonuses, anh did not 
provide documentation which identifies the relative value of the 
lost equipment to the total value of equipment leased. 

December 15. 1994, the Audit staff recommended that based on the 
Committee's response to the Interim Audit Report, the @omission 
make an initial determination that the Committee was required to 
make a pro rata repayment to the W.S. Tteasufy in the amount of 
$89,727 pursuant to 11 CPR 59038.2(b)(%) and ( 3 ) .  

allow a portion of the amount expended By the Cornittee in the 
form of traveler's cheques to be considered qualified campaign 
expenses. Also, the candidate.6 entitlement to post date of 
ineligibility matching fund6 was adjusted in Section 1XX.D. below. 
That adjustment causes the point at which the Committee's accounts 
no longer contains Federal funds to be later than was calculated 
in the report Considered by the Commission on December 15, 1994. 
The recalculated amount o f  non-qualified campaign expenses subject 
to repayment is $382,366 ($991,224 - $608,859 paid to W.P. 
Halone ) . 

In the report considered by the Commission on 

As explained above, the Comission decided to 

Recommendation # 3  

As a result of the Commission's decisions on December 15, 
1994, the Audit staff recommends that the Commission make an 
initial determination that the Candidate is required to make a pro 
rata repayment to the U.S. Treasury in the amount of $98,783 
(5382,366 x .258346) pursuant to 11 CPR %9038.2(b)(2) and ( 3 ) .  

C. Determination of Net outstanding Campaign Obligations 

Section 9034.5(a) of Title 11 of the Code ob Federal 
Regulations requires that within 15 days after the candidate's 
date of ineligibility, the candidate shall submit a statement ob 
net outstanding campaign obligations which containr, among other 
items, the total of all outstanding obligetieno for qualified 
campaign expenses and an estimate of necessary winding down costs. 

President CliPttones date of ineligibility was Yuly 15, 
1992. The Audit staff reviewed the Comittee's financial activity 
through June 30, 1994, analyzed winding down costs, and prepared 
the Statement of Net Outstanding Campaign Obligations as of July 
15, 1992, which appears below. Additional fieldwork may be 
required to assess the impact of future financial activity on the 
NOCO Statement. 
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Asaetb: 

Cash in Bank 

AS OF JULY 15,1992 
(lhtminsd at June 30,1994) 

Total Assets: 

Oblimtions: 

Accounts Payable 
Less Non Qualified campaign Expenses 

Cornbution Refunds 
ClintonlGore '92 GEC 
United Stetes Treasury 

Winding Down Costs ( b e d  on actual disbursements 
07/16/92 thru olj/3O/W) 
Mimeted Winding Down Costs (For ahe Period from 
07/01 194 thru 0711 5/95) 

Totsll Obligations: 

1 Net Outstanding Campaign Obli$dons: @&oit) 

%2,58Q,B52 

2675,057 d 
465.500 hJ 
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This amount includes receipts end disbursements reported on 
Committee di6ClOSure reports filed thrOuCJh June 30, 1998 and 
the Cowuittee8s responoe to the Interim Audit Report. The 
Audit staff will review additional Committee records to 
verify the amounts as necessary. 

An account receivable from the U.S. Secret Service in the 
amount of $51,531 is uncollectible and is not included in 
this amount. 

Absent recovery from Clinton/Gore '92 Comaittee, Clinton/Gore 
" 9 2  General Election Compliance Fund and the various vendor6 
who received overpayments of duplicate payments these amounts 
will be considered non-qualified campaign expenses and a pro 
rata repayment to the Treasury will be requested in the 
amount of $153,604. 

This amount includes $43,695 in deposits from New York 
Telephone. That amount consists of a receivable in the 
amount of $13,095 and unexplained deposits of $30,600. The 
Conmittae was attempting to get additional information from 
the vendor. In the ComitteeFs response to the Interim Audit 
Report it did not address these outstanding deposits. 

These are excessive or prohibited contributions that were 
deposited on or before July 15, 1992. 

These are Primary Committee expenses paid by the General 
Coumittee. This amount includes eonventian related 
expenses ($2,255) f o r  Julie Payne; an OverpayrPcnt by the 
General Committee ($7,402) of payroll, tax@s applied to 
amounts owed by the Primary Cornittee; an expenditure 
($7,565) to Manatt c Phellps for legal services provided to 
the Primary Committee; Primary Committee payroll taxes 
($354); ATLT Telephone services relative to the 
Primary Committee ($22,079); an expenditure t o  Drumond 
Woodson ($308); overpayment to visa Bankcard Center ($3,129); 
overpayment to Worthen Bank Card Center ( $ 5 7 6 ) ;  and a payment 
to the Lo6 Angeles Times ($58). 

This amount is f o r  stale-dated checks repayable to the United 
States Treasury (see Finding 111.E.). 

In the Committee's response to the Interim Audit Report, it 
provided an updated undocumented winding down estimate of 
$1,638,543 which includes legal and accounting fees of 
$1,300,250. It should be noted that this revised estimate 
was provided after the Committee was informed that a 
substantial rapryment may be due for funds receivrd in excesg 
of the Candidate's entitlement. The Audit staff find: 
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these estimates to be unreasonable. We will review the 
Comittee*s disclosure reports and records to compare the 
actual figures with our estimates and prepare adjustments as 
necessary. Finally, the CoaMslitte?e's third quarter 1994 
disclosure report contains winding down expenses totaling 
5582,000 including $138,000 paid to W. P. Halone (see section 
III.B.3.d.). This amount is significantly more than grewicros 
periods and has not been recognized pending the submission of 
documentation and explanations of the amounts. 

.. 

.. 

216083 
Page 81, -rowed 12/27/94 



D. Receipt of Hatching Funds in Excess of Entitlement 

, .  
1- 
I .  

1.' 

.. 
/-.: . .. 

Section 9034.1(a) of Title 11 of the Code of Federal 
Regulations states, in part, that a candidate is entitled t o  
matching funds for each matchable contribution except that a 
candidate who has become ineligible may not receive further 
matching payments regardless o f  the date of deposit of the 
underlying contributions if he or she has no n e t  outstanding 
campaign obligations. 

Regulations states that if on the date of ineligibility a 
candidate has net outstanding campaign obligation6 as defined 
under 11 CFR 9034.5, that candidate may continu@ to receive 
matching payments for matchable contribution6 received and 
deposited on or before December 31 of the BreSiBential election 
year provided that on the date of payment there are remaining net 
outstanding campaign obligations, i.e., the sum of contributions 
received on or after the date of ineligibility plus matching funds 
received on or after the date of ineligibility is less than the 
candidate's net outstanding campaign Obligations. This 
entitlement will be equal to the le66cr of: ( 1 )  The amount of 
contributions submitted for matching; or ( 2 )  The remaining net 
outstanding campaign obligations. 

Federal Regulations in defining cash on hand for purposes ob a 
committee's Statement of Net Outstanding Campaign Obligations 
states that the amount includes cash on hand as of the close of 
business on the last day of eligibility including all1 
contributions dated on or before that date whether or not 
submitted for matching. 

Section 9038.2(b)(ll(i) of Title 11 of the Code of 
Fedesal Regulations states that the Commission may determine that 
certain portions of the payments made to a candidate from the 
matching payment aceourit were in excess of the aggregate amount of 
payments to which suck candidate was entitled. Examples of such 
excessive payments include payments made to the candidate after 
the candidate's date of ineligibility where it i6 later determined 
that the candidate had no net outstanding campaign obligations as 
defined in 11 CFR 29034.5. 

Federal Regulations (General Election Legal and Accounting 
Compliance Fund-major Party Candidate-Sources of Funds) states, in 
part, that funds received after the beginning of the expenditure 
report period but which are designated for the primary election, 
and contributions that exceed the contributor's limit for the 
primary election, may be redesignated for the legal and accounting 
compliance fund and transferred to or deposited in such fund if 
the candidate obtains the contributor'e redesignation in 

Section 9034.l(b) of Title 13 of the Code of Federal 

Section 9034.5(a)(Z)(i) of Title 11 of the Code of 

Section 9003.3(a)(l)(iiiI of Title 11 of the Code of 
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accordance with 11 CFR 5110.1. Contributions that do not exceed 
the contsibutor's limit for the primary election may be 
redesignated and deposited in the legal and accounting compliance 
fund only if: 

(A) The contributions represent funds in eXCe66 of any 
amount needed to pay remaining prirary expenses; 

( B )  The redeaignetions are received within 60 days of the 
Tr@asurer*s receipt of the contributions; 

( C )  The requirements of 11 CFR §llQ.llb)(S) and (1) 
regarding redesignations are satisfied: and 

(b) The contributions have not been submitted for matching. 

Section llO.P(b)(2)(i) of the Code of Federal 
Regulations defines, in part, when a contribution is mad@ with 
respect to a particular election. The provision states that in 
the case of a contribution designated in writing for a particular 
election, the election so designated. 

states in past that a contribution is considered to be designated 
for a particular election if: 

1) The contribution is made by check# money order, or 
other negotiable instrument which clearly indicates the particular 
election with respect to which the contribution is made; 

signed by the contributor, which clearly indicates the particular 
election with respect to which the contribution is made; or 

Section 110.l(b)(4) of the Code of Federal Regulations 

2) the contribution is accompanied by a writing, 

3) the contribution is redesignated in iaccordance with 

The Interim Audit Report concluded that the Committee 

11 CFR 110.1(b)(5). 

had net outstanding campaign obligations on July 15,  1992 of 
57,588,794. The Committee received private contributions totaling 
$5,863,410, between July 16, and October 2, 1992. During this 
same period of time the Committee received matching fund payments 
of $1,431,599 on August 4, 1992, $1,786,327 on §eptcmber 2, 1992, 
and a final payment of $2,825,181 on October 2, 1992. 

dn: dbugust 21, 1992. the Committee opened a checking 
account known as the Suspense Account. With minor exception, the 
contributions from individuals deposited after August 21, were 
deposited into this account. Contributions deposited into this 
account were included in the Committee's disclosure reports. 
Based on our review of contributions deposited, it appears that 
the Committee obtained redesignation letters and subsequently 
transferred the majority of the contributions to the Compliance 
Committee. Relatiwly few of the contributions were in excess of 

e 
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the contributors' primary electi.on contribution limit and the 
Committee had remaining primary expenses to be paid. During the 
period when the redesignations were being sought for the 
contributions deposited into the Suspense Account, the Committee 
continued to request and receive matching fund payments based on 
NOCO statements that did not recognize contributions deposited 
into the Suspense Account. The? Comanittee transferred to the 
Compliance Committee contributions totaling $2,444,557. Of the 
$2,444,557 transferred, private contributions totaling $1,025,404 
were deposited by the Committee after September 2, 1992, the date 
on which the Audit 6taff calculated that the Candidate received 
the last matching fund payment to which be was entitled. Those 
contributions deposited after September 2, I992 are not considered 
in the analysis below. 

In the Interim Audit Raport it was explained that the 
Audit staff examined each deposit of contributions between July 
16, and October 2, 1992 to determine the amount of primary 
contributions available to pay remaining primary clection 
expenses. In making the determination, any contribution that was 
in excess of the contributor's primary election limit was 
excluded. Also excluded were any contributions that, even though 
deposited into a primary election account, showed a payee or other 
notation that suggested the Contribution was meant for the general 
election or was in any other way designated by the contributor for 
the general election. ~ a s e d  upon our review, it wae determined 
that contributions deposited between July 16, and Saptember 2, 
1992, totaling $155,686, could have been transferred to the 
Compliance Committee. 

Interim Audit Report, a calculation was presented that showed that 
as of September 2, 1992, the Committee had received matching funds 
in excess of the Candidate's entitlement in the amount of 
$849,172. After that date the Candidate received one matching 
fund payment totaling $2,825,181 bringing the amount of matching 
funds received in excess of entitlement to $3,678,353 ($889,172 + 
$2,825,181). 

Based on the information available at the time of the 

At the exit conference, the Committee's accountant 
stated that at a point the Committee determined that it was 
solvent and the transfers were parmissible. The Audit staff noted 
that such a calculation worked only if the matching funds to be 
generated in the future were considered an accounts receivable. 
The Cornittee's accountant agreed. The Committee strongly 
disagreed that any repayment was due. 

The inclusion of matching funds to be generated from 
future matching fund requests, as an asset, is not appropriate 
when determining remaining matching fund entitlement. 
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In its response to the exit conference, the Committee 
again explained that as of a date after the Candidate's date of 
ineligibility, it was determined that the Committee no longer had 
outstanding campaign obligations in excess of funds available to 
pay them. 

disputes the auditors* assertion that these contributions could 
not be redesignated to GELAC. That assertion is contrary to law. 
Those contributors pseperly and legally designated those 
contributions in writing for GELAC pursuant to 11 CFR El1O.t 7 /  and 
the auditors cannot prohibit the Committee from maintaining tEose 
contributions in the GELAC. 

method of applying contributions and matching funds to determine 
when there is no additional entitlement." 

The Committee goes on to state that "[tlhe Committee 

"The Committee further disagrees with the auditors' 

With respect to the propriety of the redesignations, the 
Interim Audit Report stated that 11 CFR S110.1 is not the relevant 
regulation. That ragulation specifies the procedures and time 
limitations that apply to a redesignation when a redesignation is 
appropriate. As stated above, 11 CPR §9003.3(a)(IB(iii) clearly 
state6 that the redesignations pursued by the Committee ware not 
permissible. That section states that only if no remaining 
primary experses are to be paid, may primary contributions not in 
excess of the contributors limit be redesignated to the comspliance 
fund. The definition of remaining primary expenses is clearly 
stated in If CFR S9034.l(b) which speaks to remaining matching 
fund entitlement. That definition states that remaining mat 
outstanding campaign obligations is the candidate.6 net 
Outstanding campaign obligations on the date of ineligibility less 
"the sum of the contributions received on 0): after the date of 
ineligibility plus matching funds feceivad on or after the date of 
ineligibility." Therefore, in the caee of (D publicly funded 
candidate, the Commissions regulations concerning the receipt of 
public funds place limitations on a committee's ability to reek 
redesignations of contributions to other elections that are not 
contained in the more general application regulations at 11 CFR 
s110.1. 

definition and the calculation of remaining entitleaent to which 
the Committee objects enjoys a long and consistent history in 
Commission regulation and practice. This interpretation dates to 
a December I976 memorandum to the Commission proposing an 
amendment to then section 134.3(c)(2) of the COiUQi6SiOn'S 
regulations. This proposed regulation stated that "a candidate 

The Interim Audit Report also explained that the 

7 /  The Committee claimed that it complied 
=e assume that it meant section 110.1. 
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shall be entitled to no further matching funds if, at time of any 
submission €or certification, the total contributions and matching 
funds received after the ineligibility date equals or exceeds the 
net obligation outstanding on the date of ineligibility". 

explain6 that for candidates who have net outstanding campaign 
obligations on the date of ineligibility, "[blasically, the6e 
candidates are entitled to payments only if the private 
contributions received between the date of ineligibility and the 
date of submission are not sufficient to discharge the net debt". 
A simplified example of the calculation presented in the fnterim 
Audit Report follows this explanation. Finally, it is explained 
that the regulation "furthers the policy that the candidate should 
use private contributions to discharge campaign obligations 
wherever possible". The 1903 Explanation and Justification for 
the same provision states that the section had 'been revised to 
state that to receive matching funds after the date of 
ineligibility, candidates must have net outstanding campaign 
obligations as of the date of payment rather than the date of 
submission. Thus, if the candidate's financial position changed 
between the date of his or her submission for matching funds and 
the date of payment reducing the candidaters net outstanding 
campaign obligations, that candidate's entitlement would be 
reduced accordingly". This revision reinforces the requirement 
that private contributions received must be applied to Obligations 
prior to the receipt of further matching funds. The 1991 
Explanation and Justification for 69003.3 states that 
"contributions redesignated must represent funds in excess o f  any 
amount needed to pay remaining primary expenses. If this 
requirement is not met, the conupittee would have to make a 
transfer back to the primary account to cover 6uch expensesm. 

Finally, each edition of th@ ComirsionDs Financial 
Control and Compliance Manual For Presidential primary Candidates 
Receiving Public Financing, beginning with the first in 1979, has, 
in some form provided, an explanation and example of the 
calculation contained in the Interim Audit Report and again below. 

position is inconsistent with the plain meaning of the 
Commissiones Regulations concerning post ineligibility date 
matching fund entitlement ab well as the long established 
Commission practice and policy. 

The recommendation in the Xnterim Audit Report 
concerning this rnatter requested the Committee provide evidence 
demonstrating that it did not receive matching funds in excess of 
entitlement. Absent such a demonstration, it was stated that the 
Audit staff would recommend that the Commission make an initial 
determination that the Committee repay $3,674,353 to the U.S. 
Treasury. Finally it was noted that the amount of the repayment 
was subject to change upon further review. 

The 1979 Explanation and Justification of 11 CFR 59034.1 

The Interim Audit Report noted that the Committee's 
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In response to he Interim Audit Report the C Hlmittee 
puts forth several arguments why no repayment is due. To begin 
with, the Committee argues that the contributions in question were 
not primary contributions but rather were for the most part 
undesignated contributions received after the date of the primary 
election and, pursuant to the 11 CFR 5110.1, general election 
contributions. At; general election contributions, the Committee 
contends that no redesignations were necessary to transfer the 
contributions to the Compliance Committee. The Committee states 

In support of their conclusion that no repayment is due,  
the Committee, using its interpretation of the provisions 11 CPR 
5110.1, submitted a calculation of the amount that could be 
considered general election contributions without need of 
redesignations. In support of thia calculation the Committee 
response included lists showing the deposit date, number and 
amount that were considered to repreeent general election 
contributions. The lists were divided into three categories; 
contribution checks made payable to Clinton for President with an 
unsigned primary contributor card attached,&/ contributions checks 
made payable to Clinton for Presidgnt withoct a contribution card 
attached, and contribution cheeks made payable to other than 
Clinton for President with or without a contribution card 
attached. The Committee@s analysis includes contributions through 
part of January of 1993, wall beyond the relevant period for 
determining the amount of contributions that must be applied t o  
the primary debt, and concludes that $2,773,327 in contributions 
deposited into primary accounts are actually general election 
contributions. The Committee state6 that copies of the 
contribution checks supporting their analysis were available for 
our review at Committee Counsel's Qffices. 

The Camittee's response goes on to state that the 
redesignations received serve to make elear the contributor*s 
intent in any case where the c0ntributor~6 intent i s  unclear from 
the contribution check. 

- 8 /  Included in this and the following category are checks that 
include Clinton €or President in the payee. Thus checks 
payable to Clinton for President Committee, Bill Clinton 
€or President, Clinton for President Campaign, and other 
similar combinations are included. 
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